Agenda
Committee of the Whole
June 23, 2022 – Following Council
Council Chambers, Grey County Administration Building
1. Call to Order
2. Declaration of Interest
3. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion
4. Consent Agenda
That the following Consent Agenda items be received; and
That staff be authorized to take the actions necessary to give effect to the
recommendations in the staff reports; and
That the correspondence be supported or received for information as
recommended in the consent agenda.
a. FR-CW-12-22 Development Charges Reserve Fund Statement
That Report FR-CW-12-22 regarding the 2021 Development Charges Reserve
Fund Statement be received; and
That Council accepts the Treasurer’s declaration that the County is in
compliance with the reporting requirements of the Development Charges Act,
1997 and any additional reporting requirements identified by the Smart
Growth for our Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73); and
That Report FR-CW-12-22 and related attachments be made available on the
County’s website or upon request.
b. FR-CW-13-22 2021 Investment Report
That Report FR-CW-13-22 regarding the 2021 Investment Report be received
for information.
c. TR-CW-22-22 School Litter Pickup Program
That Report TR-CW-22-22 regarding a summary of the 2022 School Litter PickUp Program be received for information.
d. Town of the Blue Mountains Correspondence – Inclusion of Mailing Addresses of
Voters on the Voters List
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That the correspondence from the Town of the Blue Mountains regarding
inclusion of the mailing addresses of voters on the voter’s list, be received for
information.
e. Mental Health and Addictions Task Force minutes dated June 7, 2022
That the Mental Health and Addictions Task Force minutes dated June 7, 2022
be adopted as presented.
f.

Ontario Land Tribunal Appeals List (OLT)
That the Ontario Land Tribunal Appeals List be received for information.

5. Items For Direction and Discussion
a.

PSR-CW-03-22 Supportive Outreach Program Information and Funding Request
That Report PSR-CW-03-22 be received; and
The Supportive Outreach Services work continues within the County of Grey;
and
That approximately $140,000 of Cannabis Legalization Implementation funding
be utilized to support the program until March 31, 2023; and
That a request for program funding for the 2023/24 fiscal year be made to the
province.

b. TR-CW-21-22 Fleet Report
That Report TR-CW-21-22 Fleet Review and Green Fleet Strategy be received;
and
That an RFP to complete a feasibility study of electrical upgrades at Grey
County facilities to accommodate conversion to battery electric vehicles be
issued; and
That funding for the feasibility study be taken from any surplus in the
Transportation Services budget, or if no surplus is realized, the funds be
transferred from the Transportation General Reserve.
c. PDR-CW-22-22 Affordable Housing Planning Tools
That Report PDR-CW-22-22 regarding Affordable Housing Planning tools be
received; and
That Report PDR-CW-22-22 be shared with member municipalities in Grey
County for information purposes; and
That Report PDR-CW-22-22 be used as background materials to inform the
County’s delegation request to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
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as part of the coming Association of Municipalities of Ontario conference.
d. Addendum to PDR-CW-16-22 Hutten OPA 14
That all written and oral submissions on Official Plan Amendment Number 14
were considered and helped to make an informed recommendation and
decision; and
That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-16-22 be received, and that Amendment
Number 14 to the County of Grey Official Plan to permit the redesignation of
6.83 ha of ‘Rural’ lands to ‘Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial – Site
Specific’ for the purpose of establishing a landscaping business on lands
legally described as Part Lot 16, Concession 5, Registered Plan 16R10169 Part
3 (geographic Township of Derby), now the Township of Georgian Bluffs, be
supported, and a by-law to adopt the County Official Plan Amendment be
prepared for consideration by County Council.
e. PDR-CW-23-22 Appeal of B03-2022
That Report PDR-CW-23-22 regarding an overview of Town of The Blue
Mountains Consent application B03-2022 on lands described as Part of
Parklot 13, North East Side of Alfred Street, Plan Thornbury, being Part 1 of
Plan 16R-9210 (adjacent immediately west of lands locally known as 154
Alfred Street West) be received; and
(Move either option 1 or option 2)

Option 1
That staff be directed to pursue the appeal of consent application B03-2022 to
the Ontario Land Tribunal with respect to the Town Committee of
Adjustment’s decision to exclude the County’s road widening request as a
condition of consent, on the proposed severed and retained lands.
Option 2
That staff be directed to withdraw the appeal of consent application B03-2022
to the Ontario Land Tribunal.
6. Closed Meeting Matters
That Committee of the Whole does now go into closed session pursuant to
Section 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001 as amended to discuss:
i. Personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal or
local board employees (compensation)
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ii. Litigation or potential litigation, including matters before administrative
tribunals, affecting the municipality or local board (Appeal of B03-2022)
iii. Advice that is subject to solicitor – client privilege, including
communications necessary for that purpose (Appeal of B03-2022)
7. Other Business
a. Nominations for 2022-2024 AMO Board of Directors
That ___ be nominated to the Association of Municipalities of Ontario
Board of Directors for the 2022-2024 term.
8.

Notice of Motion

9.

Adjournment
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To:
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Committee Date:
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Subject / Report No:

FR-CW-12-22

Title:

2021 Development Charges Reserve Fund Statement

Prepared by:

Sue Murray, Manager Budgets and Accounting
Mary Lou Spicer, Director of Finance

Reviewed by:

Mary Lou Spicer, Director of Finance

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

County-wide

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report FR-CW-12-22 regarding the 2021 Development Charges Reserve Fund
Statement be received; and
2. That Council accepts the Treasurer’s declaration that the County is in compliance
with the reporting requirements of the Development Charges Act, 1997 and any
additional reporting requirements identified by the Smart Growth for our
Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73); and
3. That Report FR-CW-12-22 and related attachments be made available on the
County’s website or upon request.

Executive Summary
Annually, the Treasurer of the municipality is required, as per the Development Charges Act,
1997, to provide Council with a financial statement related to the Development Charges bylaw(s) and reserve funds. This statement must be made available to the public and may be
requested to be forwarded to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing. The Development
Charges Act does not prescribe how the statement is to be made available to the public. It is
recommended that staff continue to make the statement available on the County’s website
https://www.grey.ca/development-charges. This report also provides information to Council and
ratepayers regarding the County’s 2021 Development Charges Reserve Fund and the
transactions that occurred during the year.
At year end, the balance held in reserve totaled $23,284,798, an increase of $7,210,353 as
compared with the prior year. Development charges revenue of $7,773,267 was received in
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2021 as compared to revenue of $6,160,459 in 2020. The 2022 budget utilizes $2,380,600 from
the reserve to assist with the completion of projects.

Background and Discussion
The Development Charges Act, 1997 requires development charge collections (and associated
interest) to be placed in separate reserve funds. Sections 33 through 36 of the Act provide the
following regarding reserve fund establishment and use:








a municipality shall establish a reserve fund for each service to which the Development
Charge by-law relates; s.7(1), however, allows services to be grouped into categories or
services for reserve fund (and credit) purposes, although only 100% eligible and 90%
eligible services may be combined (minimum of two reserve funds);
the municipality shall pay each development charge it collects into a reserve fund or
funds to which the charge relates;
the money in a reserve fund shall be spent only for the “capital costs” determined
through the legislated calculation process (as per s.5(1) 2-8);
money may be borrowed from the fund but must be paid back with interest (O. Reg.
82/98, s.11(1) defines this as Bank of Canada rate either on the day the by-law comes
into force or, if specified in the by-law, the first business day of each quarter);
development charge reserve funds may not be consolidated with other municipal reserve
funds for investment purposes and may only be as an interim financing source for capital
undertakings for which development charges may be spent (s.37).

Subsection 43(2) and O. Reg. 82/98 prescribes the information that must be included in the
Treasurer’s statement, as follows:











opening balance;
closing balance;
description of each service and/or service category for which the reserve fund was
established (including a list of services within a service category);
transactions for the year (e.g. collections, draws) including each asset’s capital costs to
be funded from the Development Charges reserve fund and the manner for funding the
capital costs not funded under the Development Charges by-law (i.e. non-development
charge recoverable cost share and post-period development charge recoverable cost
share);
for projects financed by development charges, the amount spent on the project from the
Development Charge reserve fund and the amount and source of any other monies
spent on the project;
for credits granted under s.14 of the old Development Charges Act (as it read
immediately before March 1, 1998), a schedule identifying the value of credits
recognized by the municipality, the service to which it applies, and the source of funding
used to finance the credit; and
a statement as to compliance with s.59.1(1) of the Development Charges Act, whereby
the municipality shall not impose, directly or indirectly, a charge related to a
development or a requirement to construct a service related to development, except as
permitted by the Development Charges Act or another Act.
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Development Charges Revenue and Expenditures 2017-2021
Staff has also provided information on development charges revenue and expenditures for the
past five years.
The attached worksheet titled Development Charges Revenue and Expenditures 2017-2021,
summarizes the development charges revenue (receipts) collected by each of the local
municipalities over the previous five years and provides a summary of the development charges
funded expenditures, by year, service and project.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The Development Charges Act, 1997 and O. Reg. 89/98 are legislated requirements of the
Treasurer to provide Council with an annual report on the status of the County’s Development
Charges Reserve Fund.

Financial and Resource Implications
The 2021 Development Charges Reserve Fund Statement presented in this report satisfies the
County’s reporting requirements under the Development Charges Act, 1997 and O. Reg. 89/98.
In 2021, development charges were paid by the developer at the time the building permit is
issued. Development charges revenue of $7,773,267 was received in 2021 as compared to
revenue of $6,160,459 received in 2020. Development charges collected on residential units in
2021 was predominately for builds of single and semi units with 876 units. Rows and other
multiples equaled 192, and apartment units equaled 9, for a total of 1,077 residential units being
collected. As compared to 2020 when there were 662 single and semi units, rows and other
multiples of 143, and apartment units of 93, for a total of 898 residential units being collected.
To ensure that the public is aware of the transactions affecting the development charges
reserve funds during 2021, this report and the applicable schedules will be posted on the
County’s website.
The 2021 Development Charges Background Study included a number of road and related
infrastructure projects required to service the demand of new development in the County over a
20-year planning horizon, from 2022 to 2041. These road projects were identified and
presented to County Council for their review as part of the Development Charges Background
Study update.
Under the Development Charges Act, the County’s Development Charges by-law(s) is to expire
five years after the day it comes into force, unless it expires or is repealed. The County’s
current Development Charges by-law(s) were passed by Grey County Council on December 9,
2021 and came into force on January 1, 2022, and therefore are to expire on December 31,
2026.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal – Finance staff
☐ External FR-CW-12-22
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Appendices and Attachments
Attachment to FR-CW-12-22 Development Charges Reserve Fund Statement
Attachment to FR-CW-12-22 Development Charges Reserve Fund - Amounts Transferred
Attachment to FR-CW-12-22 Development Charges Revenue and Expenditures 2017-2021
Hemson - Grey County Development Charges Background Study Consolidation Report October
2021
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County of Grey
2021 Annual Treasurers Statement of Reserve Funds for By-Law 5127-22 and 5128-22
Services to which the Development Charge Relates
Non-Discounted
Services

Roads and Related
Works

Discounted Services

Land
Ambulance

Social
Housing

Children's
Services

Description
Opening Balance, January 1, 2021

Public Works
Buildings &
Fleet

Provincial
Offences

Employment
Resources

General
Trails

Health Unit

Reserve Total

Government

14,981,618.99

117,113.42

13,643.56

11,218.01

457,678.86

(37,812.35)

92,642.90

436,075.45

13,302.65

(11,036.42)

16,074,445.07

Accrued Interest

7,059,286.84
160,472.32

164,257.89
1,204.35

87.60

72.04

2,939.01

22,813.61
(179.98)

594.91

187,831.94
3,186.80

9,125.44
110.54

161,216.08
247.72

7,604,531.80
168,735.31

Sub-Total

7,219,759.16

165,462.24

87.60

72.04

2,939.01

22,633.63

594.91

191,018.74

9,235.98

161,463.80

7,773,267.11

Less:
Amount Transferred to Capital or
Other Funds

(463,357.49)

(44,196.00)

(562,913.97)

Sub-Total

(463,357.49)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

(55,360.48)

0.00

(44,196.00)

(562,913.97)

21,738,020.66

282,575.66

13,731.16

11,290.05

460,617.87

(15,178.72)

93,237.81

571,733.71

22,538.63

106,231.38

23,284,798.21

Plus:
Development Charges Collections

Closing Balance, December 31,
2021

(55,360.48)

Note: Development Charges are imposed on development to account for the capital costs associated with growth.
As per the Development Charges Act, the development-related net capital cost must be reduced by 10 per cent for all services except the County's Roads and Related Works.
The costs for the County's general services are reduced by the legislated 10 per cent. The 10 per cent mandatory reduction must be funded from non-development charge sources.
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County of Grey
For the Year Ending December 31, 2021
Amount Transferred to Capital (or Other) Funds
Grants,
DC Reserve

Subsidies &

Fund
Capital & Other Fund Transactions

Gross Cost

Transfers

Other
DC Debt
Financing

Other

Post-Period

Reserve/Reserve

Contributions

Tax Supported
Fund Transfers Fund Contributions

Benefit/Capacity
interim
Financing

Roads & Related Works
Grey Road 119 Stormwater Diversion Project

155,722

(132,986)

Grey Road 17B Pulverive and Pave Project

689,433

(108,463)

Grey Road 19 and 21 Intersection Project

371,994

(143,939)

91,299

(77,969)

1,308,448

(463,357)

3,977

(3,897)

(80)

0

Development Charges Study

52,514

(51,463)

(1,050)

0

Sub-Total - Trails

56,490

(55,360)

Studies and Reports
Sub-Total - Roads & Related Works

(22,735)

(580,970)

(203,447)

(24,608)
(13,330)

0

(226,182)

0

(618,908)

0

General Government
Development Charges Update

0

0

(1,130)

0

0

Trails
Trail Improvements
Sub-Total - Trails

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Health Unit Build*

44,196

(44,196)

Sub-Total - Health Unit

44,196

(44,196)

0

0

0

0

0

1,409,134

(562,914)

0

(226,182)

(1,130)

(618,908)

0

Health Unit

Total

0

*Annual Estimated DC Eligible Health Unit Expansion Capital Cost 2017-2026
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Development Charges Background Study provided a Net Municipal Cost of $2,636,000, with $453,173 in DC Eligible Costs 2017-2026.
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County of Grey
Development Charges Revenue (Receipts) 2017‐2021

2017
Blue Mountains

2018

2019

2020

2021

Total

1,663,264

1,303,456

1,811,095

2,678,684

2,728,762

10,185,261

Chatsworth

195,060

166,514

141,696

198,937

252,753

954,960

Georgian Bluffs

281,089

379,001

355,099

315,337

581,077

1,911,603

Grey Highlands

217,000

243,648

163,760

318,602

732,296

1,675,306

Hanover

146,475

282,657

152,197

392,838

351,866

1,326,033

Meaford

371,609

395,888

382,714

329,394

507,453

1,987,058

Owen Sound

340,652

353,352

90,527

163,609

204,771

1,152,911

Southgate

553,350

371,958

701,617

1,235,875

1,331,752

4,194,552

West Grey

212,019

357,168

379,092

375,105

913,802

2,237,186

63,866

148,995

195,643

152,078

168,735

729,317

4,044,384

4,002,637

4,373,440

6,160,459

7,773,267

26,354,187

Interest Income
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County of Grey Development Charges Funded Expenditures 2017‐2021
DC
Reserve
Year, Service & Project

Funds
Allocated

2017

Roads & Related Works
Grey Road 18 ‐ Georgian Bluffs

475,948

Grey Road 25 ‐ Chatsworth/West Grey

685,784

Grey Road 119 ‐ Blue Mountains

889,695
2,051,427

Trails

CP Rail Trail

2,700
44,196

Health Unit
New Health Unit

2,098,323
Total ‐2017
2018

Roads & Related Works
Master Drainage Study ‐ Owen Sound/Town of Blue
Mountains/Meaford/Georgian Bluffs

30,000

Grey Road 17 ‐ Georgian Bluffs

1,593,801

Grey Road 32 ‐ Grey Highlands

935,707
2,559,508

Trails

CP Rail Trail
FR-CW-12-22

2,700
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44,196

Health Unit
New Health Unit

2,606,404
Total ‐2018

DC Reserve
Year, Service & Project

Funds
Allocated

2019

Roads & Related Works
Grey Road 4 ‐ Intersection Improvement ‐ Hanover
Grey Road 9 ‐ Southgate

208,548
58,798

Grey Road 40 ‐ Chatsworth/Grey Highlands

1,857,729
2,125,075

Health Unit
44,196

New Health Unit
Total ‐2019

2,169,271

2020

Roads & Related Works
Transportation Master Plan Update ‐ Traffic Study

29,295
29,295

Grey Road 19 & 21 ‐ Blue Mountains

General Government
Development Charges Update

3,116

Growth Management Strategy Update

8,764
11,880

FR-CW-12-22
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Trails
CP Rail Trail
3,937
Health Unit
44,196

New Health Unit

89,308
Total ‐2020

DC
Reserve
Year, Service & Project

Funds
Allocated

2021

Roads & Related Works
Grey Road 119 Stormwater Diversion Project

132,986

Grey Road 17B Pulverize and Pave Project

108,463

Grey Road 19 and 21 Intersection Project

143,939
77,969
463,357

General Government
Development Charges Update

3,897
51,463

Development Charges Study Sub‐

55,360
Health Unit
44,196

New Health Unit
Total ‐2021
FR-CW-12-22

562,914
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Development Charges Funded Expenditures
2017‐2021 Total
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Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report FR-CW-13-22 regarding the 2021 Investment Report be
received for information.

Executive Summary
This report provides information on the County’s 2021 investment returns. Section 418
of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides authority for a municipality to invest money that it
does not require immediately in prescribed securities. The prescribed securities are
outlined in Ontario Regulation 438/97.
The current Regulation forms part of the County’s Cash and Investment Policy.
Subsection 8(1) of Ontario Regulation 438/97 states that if a municipality has an
investment in a security under the Regulation, the council of the municipality shall
require the treasurer to prepare and provide an investment report each year.

Background and Discussion
The County’s financial investments are governed by the Council approved “Cash and
Investment Management Policy”. The policy applies to all investments of Revenue
Funds, Reserves and Reserve Funds, and Trust Funds of the County of Grey. The
assets of the County shall be invested and reinvested in consideration of the following:


Ensure the preservation of the capital in the overall portfolio.
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Remain sufficiently liquid to meet all operating or cash flow requirements and to
minimize temporary borrowing requirements.
Obtain a competitive rate of return to maximize the return earned on its portfolio
by seeking competitive bids for investment products, seeking information and
advice from the financial sector professionals and to assess the market
conditions to the County’s need for cash.
Ensure that the net revenue budgeted from investments in a fiscal year and used
in the calculation of the County’s tax rate is not greater than 1% of own purpose
levy and that any revenue that is budgeted that exceeds this threshold shall be
placed in a one-time funding reserve for the use in funding non-recurring
expenditures.
The County shall invest only in securities that are expressed or payable in
Canadian dollars.

This report has been prepared to provide detail of the County’s cash holding and
investment portfolio as of December 31, 2021.

2021 Cash Holdings and Investments
The attached worksheet titled Investment Activity Report – 2021, provides a snapshot of
the cash holdings and investments held by the County at December 31, 2021. The
County’s portfolio totaled approximately $103.1 million with net investment income
earning $822,706 in 2021.

Cash On Hand and On Deposit
The County’s cash on hand and on deposit are funds generally used to meet the
general cash flow requirement of the organization.
Interest on the County’s general bank account was earned at a rate of Bank Prime less
1.75% from January to March and Bank Prime less 1.84% from April to December.
Interest earnings are calculated on daily balances and applied to the various bank
accounts. The average bank interest rate earned in 2021 was 0.65% compared to
1.05% in 2020. The average daily bank balance in the general account was higher
than 2021 which can be attributed to investments reaching maturity which were returned
to the general bank account and not re-invested. Due to lower investment rates in
2021, staff determined that the interest earned in our bank account was similar to a 2 to
3 year GIC and term deposit rates. Staff continue to observe current interest rates and
as interest rates rise staff will reinvest in 2022. The chart below represents the average
daily bank balance in the general bank account between 2021 and 2020.

FR-CW-13-22
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Average Daily Balance in General Bank Account
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Average Daily Balance 2020

Average Daily Balance 2021

Investments
In 2021 investment earnings were generated from term deposits, guaranteed
investment certificates (GICs), and investments in the One Investment Program
(Canadian Bond Portfolio and Canadian Corporate Bond Portfolio), operated by the
Local Authority Services (LAS), which is a corporation of the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) and CHUMS, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of the
Municipal Finance Officers’ Association (MFOA).
In 2021, purchases continued to be made with shorter maturities in order to keep funds
available for higher rates of return as these became available.
Since 2013, the County of Grey has invested funds in the Canadian Corporate Bond
Portfolio and the Canadian Bond Portfolio within the ONE Investment Program.
The Canadian Bond Portfolio and the Canadian Corporate Bond Portfolio contain a
diversified selection of federal, provincial, municipal bonds, high quality bank paper, and
corporate bonds. The County’s 2021 closing book value of the Canadian Bond Portfolio
and Canadian Corporate Bond Portfolio was $3,763,195 as compared to the market
value of $3,628,196 for these investments.
The 2022 budget for investment income reflects the impact COVID-19 pandemic has
had on interest rates. Staff will continue to seek opportunities to maximize the
portfolio’s returns and utilize COVID relief funding to offset any losses in investment
revenue.
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Legal and Legislated Requirements
Section 418 of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides authority for a municipality to invest in
prescribed securities, money that it does not require immediately. The prescribed
securities are outlined in Ontario Regulation 438/97.
Subsection 8(1) of Ontario Regulation 438/97 states that if a municipality has an
investment in a security under the Regulation, the council of the municipality shall
require the treasurer to prepare and provide an investment report each year.

Financial and Resource Implications
The 2021 General Administration Budget had estimated investment income to be
realized in the amount of $1,076,100. The 2021 year-end actual investment income
was $840,136. The County transfers any excess interest revenue earned above 1% of
the tax levy to the One-Time Funding Reserve. In 2021, this transfer was decreased
due to the shortfall earned in investment income. The cash and investment policy
referenced below was approved in 2009; staff intends to update the policy this year.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal

☒
External (list) Ignatius Emmanuel, Manager, TD Direct Trade Investments, Jeff
Brown, Senior Relationship Manager, Meridian Credit Union, Geoffrey Pennal, Portfolio
Manager, CIBC Wood Gundy, David Parson, Managing Director, BMO Nesbitt Burns,
David Schaus, Associate Advisor, RBC Dominion Securities, and Eleonore Schneider,
Program Manager, One Investment.

Appendices and Attachments
Attachment to FR-CW-13-22 Investment Activity Report - 2021
Cash and Investment Management Policy
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County of Grey
Investment Activity Report – 2020
General
Revenue

Reserve &
Reserve Funds

Total

Issuer

Type of
Instrument

Issue Date

Maturity
Date

Purchase
Price

Market Value

Rate /
Yield

Investment
Income 2020

% of
Portfolio

Cash on hand and on deposit
General

$22,021,247.43

TD Canada Trust

One Investment HISA

$10,006,517.81

One Investment

Provincial Offences

$243,524.42
$14,293.78

$0.00

TD Canada Trust

$697.73

$274,121.46

TD Canada Trust

$3,847.93

Social Services

$0.00

TD Canada Trust

$3,310.17

Social Services

$158,082.67

CIBC

$0.00

$10,396.72

CIBC

$0.00

MTO - Commuter Grant

LTC - Rockwood Terrace
Development Charges
Total Cash

$11,333,687.52
$32,470,366.09

$11,333,687.52

TD Canada Trust

$102,304.87

$43,804,053.61

Average

1.050%

$367,978.90

49.07%

Investment
TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

20-Dec-2019

21-Dec-2020 $5,436,038.35

2.270%

$120,355.35

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

24-Jun-2019

23-Jun-2020 $5,367,019.58

2.140%

$55,067.09

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

22-Nov-2019

23-Mar-2020 $3,362,586.44

2.210%

$16,898.61

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

22-Oct-2019

21-Oct-2020 $3,350,946.28

2.240%

$60,665.91

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

23-Mar-2020

22-May-2020 $1,000,000.00

1.650%

$2,712.33

0.00%

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

22-May-2020

16-Feb-2021 $1,002,712.33

0.890%

$5,452.28

1.12%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

23-Mar-2020

22-Jun-2020 $1,387,425.36

1.520%

$5,257.77

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

22-Jun-2020

21-Sep-2020 $1,392,683.13

0.860%

$2,986.07

0.00%

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

21-Sep-2020

22-Mar-2021 $1,395,669.20

0.810%

$3,128.20

1.56%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

23-Mar-2020

22-Apr-2020 $1,000,000.00

1.720%

$1,413.70

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

22-Apr-2020

22-Jun-2020 $1,001,413.70

0.810%

$1,355.61

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

22-Jun-2020

21-Sep-2020 $1,002,769.31

0.860%

$2,150.05

0.00%

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

21-Sep-2020

22-Mar-2021 $1,004,919.36

0.810%

$2,252.40

1.13%

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

23-Jun-2020

24-Aug-2020 $5,481,873.80

0.830%

$7,728.69

0.00%

TD Canada Trust

TD Canada Trust

TD Canada Trust

$1,002,712.33

$1,395,669.20

$1,004,919.36

TD Canada Trust
TD Canada Trust

$3,000,000.00

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

10-Aug-2020

8-Feb-2021 $3,000,000.00

0.830%

$9,755.34

3.36%

TD Canada Trust

$3,000,000.00

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

10-Aug-2020

7-May-2021 $3,000,000.00

0.830%

$9,755.34

3.36%

TD Canada Trust

$3,000,000.00

Toronto Dominion Bank

Term Deposit

10-Aug-2020

7-May-2021 $3,000,000.00

0.830%

$9,755.34

3.36%

TD Canada Trust

$3,426,007.48

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

21-Oct-2020

18-Jul-2021 $3,426,007.48

0.780%

$5,198.15

3.84%

TD Canada Trust

$5,560,112.57

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

21-Dec-2020

21-Dec-2022 $5,560,112.57

0.750%

$1,146.77

6.23%

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

9-Oct-2019

2.160%

$176.56

0.00%

TD Canada Trust
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7-Apr-2020

$16,483.49

County of Grey
Investment Activity Report – 2020
General
Revenue

Reserve &
Reserve Funds

Total

TD Canada Trust
TD Canada Trust

$16,483.49

Bank of Nova Scotia

Issuer

Type of
Instrument

Issue Date

Maturity
Date

Purchase
Price

Market Value

Rate /
Yield

Investment
Income 2020

% of
Portfolio

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

7-Apr-2020

5-Aug-2020

$16,483.49

0.880%

$47.69

0.00%

Toronto Dominion Bank

GIC

5-Aug-2020

4-Nov-2020

$16,483.49

0.820%

$33.70

0.02%

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

13-May-2016

13-May-2020

$500,000.00

1.900%

$3,487.67

0.00%

CIBC

$500,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

13-May-2020

14-May-2021

$500,000.00

1.300%

$4,113.69

0.56%

CIBC

$1,000,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

13-May-2020

15-May-2023 $1,000,000.00

1.680%

$10,632.33

1.12%

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

16-May-2019

19-May-2020 $1,000,000.00

2.270%

$8,582.46

0.00%

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

19-May-2020

23-May-2023 $1,000,000.00

1.680%

$10,356.16

1.12%

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

14-May-2018

15-May-2020 $1,000,000.00

2.400%

$8,745.20

0.00%

$500,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

13-May-2016

13-May-2021

$500,000.00

2.100%

$10,500.00

0.56%

National Trust

$5,000,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

23-Dec-2020

24-Dec-2021 $5,000,000.00

0.850%

$815.07

5.60%

National Trust

$1,000,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

12-Dec-2019

12-Dec-2021 $1,000,000.00

2.300%

$23,000.00

1.12%

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

10-Dec-2018

10-Dec-2020 $2,000,000.00

3.070%

$57,867.41

0.00%

CIBC
CIBC

$1,000,000.00

CIBC
CIBC

CIBC
CIBC

$2,000,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

10-Dec-2020

12-Dec-2021 $2,000,000.00

0.800%

$920.55

2.24%

National Trust

$4,000,000.00

CIBC Wood Gundy

GIC

11-May-2020

11-May-2022 $4,000,000.00

1.730%

$44,183.83

4.48%

Meridian

Term Deposit

23-Aug-2018

23-Aug-2020 $1,180,191.96

3.050%

$24,079.31

0.00%

Meridian
Meridian

$1,109,012.92

Meridian

Term Deposit

26-Aug-2019

9-Feb-2021 $1,109,012.92

2.700%

$30,379.71

1.24%

Meridian

$1,216,286.44

GIC

23-Aug-2020

23-Aug-2022 $1,216,286.44

1.500%

$6,081.44

1.36%

RBC
One Fund - Can. Corp. Bond
Portfolio

$3,000,000.00

Meridian
RBC Dominion
Securities

Deposit Note

31-May-2017

31-May-2027 $3,000,000.00

2.200%

$66,000.00

3.36%

$1,573,373.70

One Investment

Bond

$1,624,349.20

3.010%

$113,940.41

1.76%

One Fund - Can. Bond Portfolio

$2,155,091.25

One Investment

Bond

$2,072,307.14

1.560%

$104,130.71

2.41%

$45,459,668.74

$851,108.90

50.93%

$89,263,722.35

$1,219,087.80

Total Investments
TOTAL CASH HOLDINGS
AND INVESTMENTS

$45,459,668.74
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-22-22

Title:

School Spring Litter Pick-Up Program 2022 Summary

Prepared by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services
Jim Nicoll, Maintenance Manager

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer, Deputy CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected: Member Municipalities
Status:

Recommendation
1.

That Report TR-CW-22-22 regarding a summary of the 2022 School Litter
Pick-Up Program be received for information.

Executive Summary
The School Litter Pick-Up Program encourages schools in Grey County to participate in
keeping Grey Roads clean in exchange for financial compensation of $43.50 per
kilometer of road cleaned.

Background and Discussion
After a 2 year hiatus due to COVID-19 two schools participated in the County’s School
Litter Pick-Up Program in 2022. The kilometers of road cleaned were 227.19.
Information regarding the School Litter Pick-Up Program was provided to the Principals
of each of the schools within Grey County in May 2022. This information will be sent
again in 2023.
The two schools that participated were very appreciative of the opportunity to raise
money for their various school projects and functions. Transportation Services is
committed to promoting this program again in 2023 by using the positive feedback from
these two participating schools from this year in our information package.

TR-CW-22-22
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School

Number of Student
Participants

Kilometers of
Road Cleaned

Financial
Compensation
Earned

Hillcrest Elementary School

125

149.38

$6,498.03

Osprey Central School

61

77.60

$3,375.60

Total

186

227.19

$10,060.25

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None.

Financial and Resource Implications
Grey County paid a total sum of $10,060.25 to the participating schools in 2022.
Transportation Services budgeted $25,000.00 for Litter Pick-Up. This includes Grey
County staff time and materials for all litter pick-up related activities.

Relevant Consultation
☐

Internal

☒
External
Alexandra Community School, Beaver Valley Community School, Beavercrest
Community School, Bluewater District School Board, East Ridge Community School,
Egremont Community School, Georgian Bay Community School, Grey Highlands
Secondary School, Highpoint Community School, Hillcrest Elementary School, HollandChatsworth Central School, Holy Family School, John Diefenbaker Senior School,
Macphail Memorial Elementary School, Normanby Community School, Notre Dame
School, Osprey Central School, Owen Sound District Secondary School, Spruce Ridge
Community School, St. Peter's & St. Paul's School, St. Mary's High School, Sullivan
Community School.

Appendices and Attachments
2022 School Spring Litter Pick-Up Hillcrest Elementary School Location Map
2022 School Spring Litter Pick-Up Osprey Central School Location Map

TR-CW-22-22
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School Spring Litter Pick-Up Program 2022 Map
Hillcrest Elementary School
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School Spring Litter Pick-Up Program 2022 Map
Osprey Central School
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The Town of The Blue Mountains
Council Meeting

Title:

Mayor Soever Notice of Motion May 10, 2022

Date:

Tuesday, May 24, 2022

Moved by:

Mayor Soever

Seconded by:

Councillor Hope

WHEREAS it is in the best interest of good government and the democratic process that all Ontarians have
access to candidate information during the upcoming municipal elections; and,
WHEREAS the clerks of some municipalities do not supply the mailing addresses of voters on the voters list to
candidates, thereby limiting the access of voters who have mailing addresses outside the municipality to
candidate information, effectively disenfranchising them;
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the Town of The Blue Mountains expresses it support for the inclusion of
the mailing addresses of voters on voter’s lists provided to candidates;
AND THAT a copy of this resolution be sent to all municipalities in Ontario to ask for their support;
AND THAT a copy of this resolution be sent to the Premier of Ontario and the Minister of Municipal Affairs and
Housing;
AND THAT a copy of this resolution be sent to the Canadian Civil Liberties Association

YES: 6

NO: 0

CONFLICT: 0

ABSENT: 1

The motion is Carried
YES: 6
Mayor Soever
Councillor Sampson

Deputy Mayor Bordignon Councillor Hope
Councillor Bill Abbotts

NO: 0
CONFLICT: 0
ABSENT: 1
Councillor Uram
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Councillor Matrosovs

Committee Minutes
Mental Health and Addictions Task Force
June 7, 2022 – 9:30 AM
The Mental Health and Addictions Task Force met on the above date through electronic
means with the following members participating:
Present:

Councillors Carleton, O’Leary, Burley, Mackey, Keaveney and Clumpus;
Phil Dodd, Clark MacFarlane, Naomi Vodden, Dr. Arra and Sandra
McLay-Winters and Warden Hicks

Regrets:

Councillor Hutchinson

Staff
Present:

Kim Wingrove, Chief Administrative Officer; Tara Warder, Clerk; Anne
Marie Shaw, Director of Community Services; Rob Hatten,
Communications Manager, Heather Morrison, Clerk/Recording Secretary

Alison Govier and Dr. Zayed were also in attendance.

Call to Order
Chair O’Leary called the meeting to order at 9:30 AM.

Declaration of Interest
There were no declarations.

Delegations
Summer Kueneman, Mental Health Lead-Bluewater District
School Board
Dave Roy, Manager of Mental Health Services-Bruce Grey
Catholic District School Board
Summer Kueneman and Dave Roy were introduced to the Task Force. Ms. Kueneman
noted that BDSB’s mental health team has expanded to seven professionals that have
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direct interaction with students across Grey and Bruce. She noted the high level of
demand from increasingly complex students and their need to navigate through the
system. Both school boards are working with the province to look at the direction of
mental health in Ontario, who are the students that need direct interaction and when to
rely on community partners. They spoke to the tiered process of supports.
Tier 1 provides “good for all” supports. These include emotional regulation skills and
mental health literacy to ensure students have good information and are able to
participate in learning. This level is well funded and includes more resources that are
jointly created with a number of partners for lesson plans and resources to be evidence
based with an equity lens. It was noted that more supports are coming each month.
There is a need to ensure that curriculum is being implemented appropriately using the
resources available to staff and students.
Tier 2 provides supports for mild to moderate mental health needs in the school system.
Tier 3 supports are for those with the highest amount of need who will be referred to
numerous community partners for more focused supports. At this level family supports
are also required.
The school boards work with community partners very closely to ensure the children are
receiving the right supports necessary. Both Ms. Kueneman and Mr. Roy noted the
need for more discussion on expanded resources with School Mental Health Ontario.
Ms. Kueneman noted that the schools have seen increased needs and if necessary, a
referral is created with the school’s mental health worker. This worker will then refer
out appropriately to other community providers as necessary. It was noted that the
average amount of times a student is seen is four with some requiring more or less
supports depending on circumstances.
It was also noted that family stress and trauma have significant, negative impact on
children’s mental health. Recently, food insecurity has increasingly become a cause for
concern in the schools. The challenges with accessing community supports were
highlighted as a major concern. There are supports within the schools to make it easier
for students to access various community partners, but more is necessary to deal with
the increasing need.
There has been an increase in needs in the youngest learners being those in
kindergarten to grade 2 with behavioural referrals having increased tremendously this
year.
The Mental Health team is part of the school learning services and it is made up of a
variety of specialists who support school teams and create plans for support.
The presenters outlined the process for how families access supports which can either
be through accessing the Mental Health team directly but noted that most referrals
come from the school teams.
A question was raised related to whether addiction issues are increasing in the schools.
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The presenters noted that the Mental Health team has seen some of this and would
refer students to the appropriate resources. Most students with addiction issues (family
or otherwise) will be referred to Choices which is part of the Canadian Mental Health
Association with a mandate to work with youth on substance use issues. The staff work
with students of all ages within the schools. There are four workers at Choices, with a
need to increase those staffing numbers in order to provide adequate supports within
the schools. Both boards are looking at education support for students on harm
reduction in order to provide that awareness on this growing issue.
A question was raised on whether there has been an increased level of violence in the
schools. Mr. Roy noted that the schools try to focus on relationships and having caring
adults to help students understand that the school adults are there when needed. The
need at this time, does not support an increase in security at the schools.
Further discussion took place on the tiered system. The presenters noted that referrals
to community partners include Keystone and Choices for those at Tier 3. Sometimes
they are seen in the emergency room for immediate mental health services if the
circumstances warrant. School Mental Health Ontario says that ideally schools should
be living in Tiers 1 and 2 however it was noted that the level of available services is not
the same in Grey and Bruce counties as it is in larger urban centres.
Consideration was given to looking at this model and determining if it was the right one.
Ms. Kueneman noted that Tier 3 often requires those outside supports to provide
stabilization and specialization for the students. Phil Dodd stated that the dynamics
around the tier levels was created by the provincial government with schools dealing
with 1 and 2 and community providers dealing with level 3. He did note that there are
no lines that bind to specific levels, and everyone is just trying to provide the best
supports possible for students.
It was stated that mental health services in our area are under-resourced with more
resources and staffing needed.
Mr. Roy noted that if parents are under stress, it takes a tremendous amount of courage
to make that first call and that first call needs to be the right call with the right level of
support. Keystone now has a supervisor of intake who assists parents right from the
start. It starts with building a relationship with the parent to take the first step in getting
the necessary help.
A question was raised related to how staff are prepared to support families. Mr. Roy
stated that the Mental Health team are social workers and child and youth workers and
well-trained in offering this type of support. He also noted that educators are working to
increase their capacity with soft skills and the Mental Health team is working with them
on the skills they do have to be used when working with students. It can be as simple
as knowing how to take a moment to validate students’ feelings, provide that simple
support, which is often what is needed.
A Circle of Security approach was outlined which provides a training approach to
provide what students need from staff when they are at the top and/or bottom of the
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circle.
Clark MacFarlane noted that more resources are needed but they also need to be used
differently. The challenge is finding a means with connecting children efficiently and
smoothly to those resources to ensure children and families receive the right supports at
the right time. He also noted the importance of having healthy communities and the
design interventions or considerations to make communities mentally healthy in order to
promote positive mental health and well-being.
Discussion on what more resources would be beneficial was then discussed. Mr.
MacFarlane noted that increasing staff at community partners, providing street level
service, active outreach, and building infrastructure with a greater use of data in a more
meaningful way would all assist in provide the required level of support. He also stated
that the Ontario Health Team could come together to provide more meaningful insight
for services from a broad view level rather than being siloed.
Naomi Vodden noted the need for expertise in substance psychosis, eating disorders,
and autism as areas of future resources.
Chair O’Leary thanked the presenters for their expertise.

Other Business
There was no other business.

Next Meeting Dates
June 21, 2022.
On motion by Councillors Burley and Clumpus, the meeting adjourned at 10:31 am.
Brian O’Leary, Chair
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Grey County Planning Active Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) File List – June 11, 2022
Municipality File Number /
Name

File Type

Status / Links to Documents

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

Plan of
Subdivision

The applicant has appealed the County’s nondecision of a plan of subdivision for 22 residential
units. A similar appeal has been submitted to the
Town for the associated zoning by-law amendment.
A link to the appeal letter has been provided below:

42T-2019-02
Abbotts

Consultants
/ Groups
Involved
Kristine Loft,
Loft Planning
Inc.

Appellants /
Participants

County Involvement
or Party Status *

Tammy Alice
Margaret Abbotts

Based on the County’s
hearing attendance
guidelines, the County
was a Party at the
hearing.

County
Staff
Involved
Scott

Abbotts Appeal Letter
A decision has been received on Abbotts to approve
the subdivision and zoning amendment as per the
agreed upon minutes of settlement.
Abbotts OLT Decision
This item will now come off of this list.
Town of The
Blue
Mountains

Town of The
Blue
Mountains

Alta Phase II
(Tabera Ltd.)

Plan of
Subdivision and
Plan of
Condominium

42T-2010-03
Plan of
Windfall (Phase Subdivision
6 Revisions)

In 2005 the County refused a draft plan of subdivision
and two draft plans of condominium collectively
known as Alta Phase II. Between 2005 and 2008
there were a series of meetings, OMB pre-hearings
and a mediation session to explore settlement
opportunities. The files have been largely dormant
since then, but have since been reactivated.
Case management conferences were held in
September 2021 and January 2022. The next case
management conference has been scheduled for
June 28th and a hearing has been set for December
2022.
The Windfall subdivision was draft approved in 2011.
Several revisions to the subdivision have been
approved over the past few years. The developer
submitted requested revisions to the current draft
approved plan in 2020 requesting that the total
32 from 609
number of residential units be increased

Andrew
Tabera Limited
Pascuzzo,
Pascuzzo
Planning Inc.

Based on the County’s
hearing attendance
guidelines, the County
would be a Party at
any future hearings.

Scott

Colin Travis,
Travis &
Associates

Based on the County’s
hearing attendance
guidelines, the County
would be a Party at
any future hearings.

Randy

Windfall GP Inc.

Municipality File Number /
Name

File Type

Status / Links to Documents

Consultants Appellants /
/ Groups
Participants
Involved

units to 659 units. An associated zoning by-law
amendment was also submitted to the Town of The
Blue Mountains. Town staff recently presented a
report recommending that Town Council support the
latest proposed revisions, as well as the proposed
zoning by-law amendment, and identified
recommended revised conditions of draft approval.
Town Council did not support the proposed revisions
to the draft plan or the proposed zoning amendment.
The Developer has appealed the non-decision
regarding the zoning by-law amendment to the Town
and has also submitted an appeal to the County
appealing the current conditions of draft approval
under subsection 51(43) of the Planning Act as the
current draft plan conditions do not consider the
proposed revisions to the draft plan. The documents
required by the OLT have been submitted by both
County and Town staff. A Case Management
Conference (CMC) was held on April 1, 2022 and
following the CMC the OLT issued notice of the
scheduling of a 3-day hearing to commence on
January 11, 2023.
*County involvement and party status will generally be in accordance with the guidelines established in Report PDR-PCD-08-13 – see link below:
PDR-PCD-08-13 Ontario Municipal Board Attendance
The status of any OLT file can be found at the below link:
http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/OLT/e-status/
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County Involvement
or Party Status *

County
Staff
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

PSR-CW-03-22

Title:

Supportive Outreach Program Information and Funding Request

Prepared by:

Kevin McNab

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, Mary Lou Spicer

Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PSR-CW-03-22 be received; and
2. The Supportive Outreach Services work continues within the County of Grey; and
3. That approximately $140,000 of Cannabis Legalization Implementation funding be
utilized to support the program until March 31, 2023; and
4. That a request for program funding for the 2023/24 fiscal year be made to the
province.

Executive Summary
The Supportive Outreach Service is a joint effort between Grey County and community partners
to provide mobile outreach services to the homeless population, connecting them with mental
health, addiction, primary care, and housing services. Started as a pilot in January 2022, the
program has been funded by Ontario Health West and its impact is being evaluated by the Grey
Bruce Public Health Unit. In order to provide stability to the program while future funding is
determined, staff request that $140,000 of the $169,323 in Ontario Cannabis Legalization
Funding the County received since 2018 be allocated to support the program through March
2023.

Background and Discussion
Evolution of Supportive Outreach Service

PSR-CW-03-22
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The Supportive Outreach Service (S.O.S.) meets people where they are (both in physical
location and in their journey) to provide person centered health and wraparound mobile
response to improve health outcomes and health equity of individuals who experience barriers
in accessing health and social services in Grey and Bruce Counties.
S.O.S. was formed after the observed impact of a multiorganization, multi-sectoral, collaborative
approach to addressing a COVID-19 outbreak in a rooming house in southern Grey County.
The outbreak highlighted the need to address health equity and health outcome gaps seen in
individuals and groups that experience barriers in accessing health and social services. In a
study of the outbreak situation, it was found that residents of the rooming house were low
income and a transient mobile community (experiencing “couch surfing”) without stable housing.
The outbreak debrief summary identified a prevalence of mental illness, substance use,
domestic violence, and a detachment from the health system.
In addressing the outbreak, several community partners from both health and non-health
sectors came together to organize a rapid and coordinated response. The focus was on clientcentered care, which led to building connections with individuals who had not previously had the
opportunity to access health and social support.
The need for collaboration and communication is of the utmost importance amongst partners to
treat the whole person for health and social needs. Health needs engagement is limited and
very difficult and quite often not successful if social needs are not met ahead of or during
treatment. Likewise, once social needs are met the need for health and case management is
imperative to ensure the person is successful in their journey. Often due to lack of resources
and outreach services, social needs are not met ahead of health and health does not support
after needs are met. The cooperation of health and social agencies through this work has been
phenomenal and all need to be recognized for the great work that they are doing to support this
project.

Partner Agencies

The outbreak summary debrief recommended the establishment of a community partnership
with a mobile outreach component to provide coordinated community care and help reach
individuals who would not otherwise access these services due to equity, situational or personal
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challenges. In October 2021, two fixed S.O.S. locations were identified and developed, based
on community needs assessment, to provide initial outreach services and support in areas
assessed as having a high need.
As the project evolved, the need for mobile response to provide direct services to individuals
was evaluated. A short-term proposal was developed to secure funding for a pilot mobile
outreach project in January 2022 which was approved and initiated the week of January 30,
2022. The new mobile S.O.S. component was incorporated into the existing project structure
and evaluation framework. Funding for the initial twelve-week pilot was provided by Ontario
Health West through the Grey Bruce Ontario Health Team. Team members consist of
addictions specialist physicians, nurse practitioner from Grey Bruce Health Services specializing
in addictions, mental health counsellor from the Canadian Mental Health Agency Grey Bruce,
social navigator from the United Way Grey Bruce and a community paramedic from Grey
County Paramedic Services.
Although SOS fixed locations are in Hanover and Owen Sound as time allows the mobile team
has expanded service to Meaford, Southgate and West Grey. The goal of SOS is to be
available County wide based upon resource availability.

Structure, Planning, Operations, Reporting and Evaluation
As the initial group of partners was mobilized, there was a need to formalize a project team to
ensure a coordinated approach. An advisory committee was formed to guide the project
strategy as well as Operational and Evaluation and Planning workgroups. A public health
approach was used and integrated into the existing project led by the Grey Bruce Health Unit in
consultation with community partners. Planning and evaluation frameworks were developed,
and a health equity impact assessment was conducted. These planning tools and facilitated
committee and working groups allowed the project to proceed in a coordinated manner while
achieving common objectives to reach the shared overall goal. The Grey Bruce Health Unit
working with all partners has completing an interim and final report based upon the initial 12week program and continues to gather information to produce a more robust report late 2022
early 2023. Initial reports clearly an unmet need in the community and the need for social and
health services for these community members.

PSR-CW-03-22
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Care provided by SOS

Staffing Considerations
Evolution of the team based upon demands and availability of staffing has resulted in a change
of staffing model. The addictions nurse practitioner has move to a 0.5 full time position from a
full-time position with added on-call to delegate to community paramedics. The significant
demand for street outreach mental health counseling and limited resources to refer to has
resulted in adding an additional mental health counselor to the team from CMHA.

Funding
The initial pilot was funded through the Ontario Health West High Intensity Supports at Home
(HISH) funding through the Grey Bruce Ontario Health Team. To continue with the project OH
West provided Grey County an additional $360,000 to continue while base/permanent funding is
being pursued. To continue with the program until March 31, 2023, an additional $140,000 is
required with the total cost of the program approximately $500,000 yearly. Staff is requesting to
utilize $140,000 of the $169,323 in existing Ontario Cannabis Legalization Implementation
funding to cover additional costs until March 31, 2023.
Using the data and evaluation results from the pilot phase of the program, staff request support
to approach the province for funding to operate the program in the 2023/24 fiscal year.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
None

Relevant Consultation
☒ External: Grey Bruce Public Health Unit, Grey Bruce Health Services, Canadian Mental
Health Association Grey Bruce, United Way
☒ Internal: CAO, Finance, Housing
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

TR-CW-21-22

Title:

Fleet Review and Green Fleet Strategy

Prepared by:

Pat Hoy, Director of Transportation Services
Linda Swanston Manager Climate Change Initiatives
Jim Nicoll, Maintenance Manager

Reviewed by:

Kim Wingrove, CAO and Randy Scherzer, Deputy CAO

Lower Tier(s) Affected:
Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report TR-CW-21-22 Fleet Review and Green Fleet Strategy be received;
and
2. That an RFP to complete a feasibility study of electrical upgrades at Grey County
facilities to accommodate conversion to battery electric vehicles be issued; and
3. That funding for the feasibility study be taken from any surplus in the
Transportation Services budget, or if no surplus is realized, the funds be
transferred from the Transportation General Reserve.

Executive Summary
The Grey County Fleet Review and Green Fleet Strategy provides recommendations to
improve the County’s costs and utilization of vehicles. Another key recommendation is that
preparations for full battery electric vehicle (BEV) implementation over the next 10 to 15
years should begin with completing a feasibility study to determine what electrical upgrades
are required at each County facility. A detailed investigation is required to determine the
number of chargers and required equipment charging times, and also to verify the
estimated $1.8 million investment to provide the chargers noted in the report. The analysis
will support Going Green in Grey, Grey County’s recently adopted Climate Change Action
Plan which sets a corporate net-zero greenhouse gas emissions target by 2045 and plans
for the County fleet to be zero emissions by 2040.
Since it is unclear when various types of vehicles, especially medium and heavy-duty
trucks will become available, Grey County Transportation will review the purchase
schedule of Heavy-Duty Tandems used for snowplowing once there is more information on
the battery range and charging requirements.39Smaller vehicles such as half tons are
available to order, and Grey County Transportation Services will be ordering two battery

electric half tons in 2022 for delivery in 2023. These two 1/2 tons will be used to determine
range and charging times. Two one-ton trucks are scheduled to be purchased in 2024 but
the replacement may be extended until these vehicles become available in a BEV model.

Background and Discussion
Fleet Challenge was contracted in September 2021 to review Grey County Fleet Services
and prepare a comprehensive report covering the following.


Review current best practices and identify potential areas of improvement



Review fleet services staff complement and make recommendations on number
of staff, location of shops or alternate locations.



Review Grey County charge-out rate for internal and external equipment repairs



Recommendations on optimal asset lifecycle for vehicles/equipment and
attachments



Review of current vehicle/equipment inventory and provide recommendations



Review and make recommendations on the preventive maintenance programs to
ensure best practices in terms of quality, frequency, cost, and warranty
maintenance specific to in house maintenance and third-party provider



Evaluate the current fleet equipment use and function, appropriate number of
vehicles and specific models based on service level standards for each division



Provide recommendations for future capital equipment/vehicle purchases/leases
based on current service level standards for each division



Investigate and make recommendations for greening the fleet and reducing
carbon footprint

The review of current best practices determined that the new fleet management information
system be electronic to make tracking of labour, equipment and material easier for fleet
staff. This system will keep track of Routine A and B checks, oil changes and will allow for
precise scheduling. This will also incorporate records of operator drivers’ licenses and
vehicle CVORs.
Mechanic Staffing and Charge Out Rates
The review of staff complement determined that due to a growing fleet in response to a
growing population, one mechanic could be added to the staff complement. Fleet
Challenge is also recommending two garage bays be added. When Grey County builds the
new Patrol D depot at Flesherton, a garage bay will be added. In the meantime, a set of
lifts could be purchased for the Ayton yard to service ambulances in the Durham and
Hanover areas. A mechanic bay at the south end of the County should result in cost
savings as the existing shops are in Clarksburg and Chatsworth.
The electronic Fleet Management Information System noted above, should be capable of
tracking all costs and enable improvements to the current chargeback system. Keeping
track of every cost to charge an internal stakeholder takes a lot of time. To make it less
time consuming for staff, we are suggesting Fleet Services own the equipment and charge
a monthly/yearly internal rate for a piece of equipment.
Internal stakeholders don’t always
40
have funding for equipment repairs and this would distribute cost more evenly and make

budgeting for stakeholders easier. This would be based on the price of the equipment
depreciated over the life cycle and include a historical average cost for maintenance.
Asset Lifecycle and Inventory
In reviewing the optimal asset lifecycle, it was determined Grey County is on par with other
Counties with similar sized fleet. Fleet Challenge recommended increasing the life cycles
on tandems by one year from 12 to 13 years and ½ tons from 7 years to 9 years. Grey
County is a large county geographically and kilometres are higher after 7 years for ½ tons,
than Counties with similar sized fleet. Transportation Services staff think that 7 years is
appropriate for replacement of ½ tons keeping in mind when the conversion to BEV occurs,
the lifecycle on some gasoline vehicles may be extended to align with vehicle availability.
With tandems, it depends on the condition of the truck at the 10-year mark to determine if it
should be replaced in year 12. This decision is left up to the Fleet Supervisor.
Transportation Services is investigating when battery electric tandem plow trucks will be
available. Currently battery electric large trucks do not have the range for a full day of
plowing snow.
Fleet Challenge was asked to review the current vehicle fleet inventory and provide
recommendations. Their recommendation is to review equipment utilization through the
fleet management system and adjust fleet based on underutilized vehicles. They also
recommend buying proper sized equipment for the task since larger equipment uses more
fuel.
The Fleet Management Information System will be key to ensuring vehicle maintenance is
done at the proper time as well as making it easier to schedule when routine maintenance
should take place. Transportation Services and IT staff are working to adapt Cityworks to a
fleet management information system, however purchasing a fleet management system to
help with inventory may be the best solution. Fleet Services is investigating various fleet
management information systems.
Vehicle leasing was reviewed, and it is recommended that due to higher cost for leasing
Grey County continue to purchase vehicles.
Fuel Alternatives
A recommendation was to implement the use of alternate fuels such as biodiesel, natural
gas or E85 flex fuel. This is expensive to implement requiring extra fuel tanks or
infrastructure at the yards. Biodiesel requires heated tanks to prevent it from gelling and
plow trucks could not be stored outside. There are no local storage facilities for biodiesel or
E85 fuel so this would require fuel being brought direct from the terminal when required.
Flex fuel is expensive and doesn’t have the same range as regular gasoline. In discussion
with Fleet Challenge, Grey County would prefer to allocate funds to the conversion to BEV
rather than an interim step of fuel conversion.
Electric Charging Station Feasibility Study
Fleet Challenge recommended a cautious approach to greening the fleet. Full
implementation should be carried out over the
41next 10 to 15 years. The first step is
completing a feasibility study to review each facility to determine what is required to convert

to BEV. This would be an extensive study addressing all vehicle locations within the Grey
County fleet including Transportation depots, the Administration Building in Owen Sound,
and the paramedic bases. It will be focused on providing an analysis of providing charging
stations for the Grey County fleet and not focus on public charging station programs. The
RFP should include the following:







Consultation with staff to determine which level of chargers would be required based
on vehicles at each site, potential charging time and mileage requirements for each
type of vehicle task.
Evaluation of Grey County building electrical needs based on potential charging
station scenarios.
Cost estimates regarding upgrading of Grey County owned electrical supply
infrastructure.
Potential discussions with Hydro One regarding costs and/or timelines to upgrade
electrical supply infrastructure.
Evaluation of current on-site generator capacity and recommendations regarding
generator upgrades for power outages

Grey County will be reaching out to other municipalities, including local lower tier buying
groups, to get their input and perspective on conversion to BEV.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The Federal government announced in March 2022 the plan for updated Zero Emissions
Vehicle (ZEV) Mandates as part of the 2030 Emissions Reduction Plan to support the
Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act (S.C. 2021, c. 22). The Government of
Canada ZEV sales mandates will require at least 20 per cent of new passenger vehicles
sold in Canada will be zero-emission vehicles by 2026, and at least 60 per cent by 2030,
on the road to 100 per cent by 2035.
The Government of Canada has launched a strategy to reduce pollution from medium- and
heavy-duty vehicles (MHDVs) with the aim of having 35% of MHDVs sales be zeroemission vehicles by 2030. The Federal government is developing MHDV zero-emission
regulations to require 100% MDHVs sales to be zero-emission vehicles by 2040 for certain
types of medium- and heavy-duty vehicles.
Further details on the medium- and heavy-duty vehicles strategy will be announced over
the summer 2022.

Financial and Resource Implications
Costs associated with hiring an electrical engineering consultant to review locations for
BEV readiness will be taken from any surplus realized from within the 2022 Capital
Construction Budget, or if a surplus is not available, from the Transportation General
Reserve.
The fleet report indicates $1.8 million would be required over the next 10 to 15 years to
install charging stations for the current vehicle
42inventory.

Grey staff will continue to investigate Federal or Provincial grants to assist with installation
of infrastructure for BEV.
The Federal Zero Emissions Vehicle Infrastructure Program (ZEVIP) is a $680 million
initiative ending in 2027 to support BEV charging infrastructure installations, including a
stream to support Commercial and Public Fleets composed of on-road vehicles that are
managed by common ownership. These fleets must be used in support of organizational or
business operations and activities and can include municipal utility vehicles. The Canadian
Infrastructure Bank will also invest $500 million in ZEV charging infrastructure.

Relevant Consultation
☒

Internal:

☐

External:

Finance Department

Appendices and Attachments
Fleet Challenge – Fleet Review and Green Fleet Strategy
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

Report on Housing Planning Tools / PDR-CW-22-22

Title:

Affordable Housing Planning Tools Report

Prepared by:

Liz Buckton and Scott Taylor

Reviewed by:

Randy Scherzer, Michael Letourneau, and Kim Wingrove

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

All municipalities within Grey County

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-22-22 regarding Affordable Housing Planning tools be
received; and
2. That Report PDR-CW-22-22 be shared with member municipalities in Grey County
for information purposes; and
3. That Report PDR-CW-22-22 be used as background materials to inform the
County’s delegation request to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing as
part of the coming Association of Municipalities of Ontario conference.

Executive Summary
Grey County and member municipalities need additional affordable housing.
This report provides a background of the existing planning policies and legislative tools available
to municipalities. It also summarizes the work the County is taking action on to address the
need for additional affordable housing.
Staff recommend that the County support member municipalities who wish to update their
planning policies, zoning by-laws, and/or pursue a development permit system to enable
inclusionary zoning. Staff further recommend that the County continue to advocate for more
affordable housing funding and tools to empower municipalities to support the development of
additional affordable housing.

Background and Discussion
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Additional affordable housing is needed in Grey County and across the province. This issue has
been an important focus during this term of Council. County Council has taken leadership on
this topic by establishing an Affordable Housing Taskforce and implementing a Community
Improvement Plan program. Additional detail on the County’s actions on affordable housing are
provided later in this report. The County’s member municipalities have also shown great
leadership on affordable housing, including but not limited to; updating their official plans and
zoning by-laws, establishing Community Improvement Plans (CIPs) to partially fund new
housing, and working with local attainable and not-for-profit housing corporations to develop
housing.
County staff acknowledge that to address affordable housing it will take action at all levels of
government. Staff further applaud any municipality that is attempting to ‘think outside the box’
on this topic. That said, staff are cognizant of the existing legislative and policy framework we
operate within. Should these frameworks change, it could empower the County and member
municipalities to have more tools available to support the development of affordable housing,
and staff would bring any such changes to the attention of Council. Staff are recommending that
Council continue to advocate for additional funding and tools to support the creation of
affordable housing.

Legislation – The Planning Act
The Planning Act provides the legislative framework for all planning activities within the Province
of Ontario. Section 2 of the Act outlines matters of Provincial interest which all municipalities
shall have regard for. Under subsection (j) it states; “the adequate provision of a full range of
housing, including affordable housing.”
Section 51(24) of the Act provides criteria which approval authorities shall have regard for, as it
pertains to plans of subdivision and the “welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the
municipality.” More specifically 51(24)(d.1) states; “if any affordable housing units are being
proposed, the suitability of the proposed units for affordable housing”.
The Planning Act is clear that the Province wants municipalities to consider affordable housing,
though the Province has not required municipalities to include affordable housing in all new
subdivisions. Section 51(24)(d.1) notes that the consideration of suitability of any proposed units
for affordable housing should be undertaken “if any affordable housing units are being
proposed”. To staff this indicates that inclusion of affordable units remains at the discretion of
municipalities, and that it is not a firm requirement under the Act that one shall include
affordable housing in all subdivisions.
Section 51(25) of the Act allows an approval authority to impose conditions on a plan of
subdivision. However, staff do not believe that this section includes the ability nor authority to
require affordable housing in a subdivision. Staff are also cognizant of the need to be equitable
with respect to how any such conditions would or could be imposed on private developments.
Furthermore, the implementation of such conditions to maintain private ownership units at an
affordable rate is expected to be logistically challenging. While units may be offered on an
affordable basis to the first owner, limited tools exist to maintain this affordability over time and
with subsequent sale of the lands.
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There are three key tools under the Planning Act which may aide municipalities in seeking the
creation of affordable housing. A quick summary of these three tools has been provided below.
1) Community Benefits Charges (CBCs) under the revised section 37 of the Planning Act
– CBCs are a power under the Act that only exists for local municipalities. No
municipalities in Grey have opted to pursue CBCs yet. CBCs are not a direct
replacement of the former height and density bonusing that municipalities had access to
under the former Section 37 of the Planning Act and work in a manner similar to
Development Charges (DCs). The restrictions attached to the use of CBCs make them
of limited benefit for many Grey County communities since they can only be applied in
relation to:
 development of a proposed building or structure with five or more storeys at or
above ground, or
 development of a proposed building or structure with ten or more residential
units.
2) Inclusionary Zoning under section 35.2 of the Planning Act – Inclusionary zoning allows
a municipality that has completed an Assessment Report and has official plan policies
in place, to require a specified amount of new housing units within a development
project to be affordable.
Unfortunately, the Province has placed restrictions on where inclusionary zoning can be
used through Bill 108, which state that municipalities that are not prescribed to provide
inclusionary zoning may only do so in protected major transit station areas (PMTSA) or
where the lands are subject to a development permit system (DPS). Grey County is not
in an otherwise prescribed area, or in a PMTSA.
In order to use this tool, Grey’s municipalities must first implement a development
permit system (DPS) as a replacement of their zoning by-law. They must also amend
their official plan. County staff are not aware of any Grey County municipalities currently
pursuing a DPS and inclusionary zoning. Town of The Blue Mountains did have a
presentation to their Council on this topic a while ago. County staff are happy to work
with any municipalities that wish to explore this topic further including the
implementation of a DPS as a means of supporting additional affordable housing
creation. Municipalities may choose to apply a DPS to some sections of their
community and not others (e.g. it appears it could be targeted to those areas where
affordable housing is most suited).
3) Community Improvement Plans (CIPs) under section 28 of the Planning Act – CIPs
allow municipalities to offer incentives and grants within a CIP project area. Items like
façade improvement, brownfield redevelopment, affordable housing, or accessory
apartments can all qualify for grants in a municipal CIP. Grey County has developed a
CIP template program and partially funds municipal CIPs. Affordable housing is a key
matter that the County and member municipalities seek to encourage through their
CIPs. CIPs also provide a key tool with respect to acquisition, demolition, improvement
and/or sale of lands (at or below market value) not otherwise available under limitations
of the Municipal Act. CIP incentives are funded via tax revenues of the municipality
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(with contributions from the County) and they facilitate leveraging of significant
improvements/private investment dollars through their strategic application and
stacking. Return on investment from a triple-bottom-line perspective, can be substantial.
Currently 7 of 9 municipalities in Grey have a CIP in place, and staff understand that the
other 2 municipalities are working towards a CIP.
Other tools in the Planning Act include more standard planning instruments like zoning by-laws
and official plans, which may permit varying densities, as well as being required to permit
additional residential units (ARUs) in dwellings and accessory structures. County staff are also
exploring whether the new Bill 109 accelerator tool could also be used in support of affordable
housing on a site or area-specific basis.

Policy – The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2020
Like the Planning Act, the PPS promotes a wide range of housing types across municipalities.
All municipal planning decisions need to be consistent with the PPS. Section 1.4.3 of the PPS
states:
“Planning authorities shall provide for an appropriate range and mix of housing options
and densities to meet projected market-based and affordable housing needs of current
and future residents of the regional market area by:
a) establishing and implementing minimum targets for the provision of housing which is
affordable to low and moderate income households and which aligns with applicable
housing and homelessness plans. However, where planning is conducted by an
upper-tier municipality, the upper-tier municipality in consultation with the lower-tier
municipalities may identify a higher target(s) which shall represent the minimum
target(s) for these lower-tier municipalities;”
The PPS also provides definitions for owned and rental affordable housing as follows:
“Affordable: means
a) in the case of ownership housing, the least expensive of:
1. housing for which the purchase price results in annual accommodation costs
which do not exceed 30 percent of gross annual household income for low and
moderate income households; or
2. housing for which the purchase price is at least 10 percent below the average
purchase price of a resale unit in the regional market area;
b) in the case of rental housing, the least expensive of:
1. a unit for which the rent does not exceed 30 percent of gross annual household
income for low and moderate income households; or
2. a unit for which the rent is at or below the average market rent of a unit in the
regional market area.”
Staff would note that in recent years, the above thresholds for affordable housing are rarely met
by private developers and are more common to see through not-for-profit housing or Countyowned housing. Staff have seen some developers propose ‘attainable’ housing i.e. housing that
does not meet the threshold for affordable, but is still more attainable to low to moderate income
households than many other housing types on the market.
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Policy – Recolour Grey 2019
The County’s Official Plan, Recolour Grey, provides policy direction on affordable housing
similar to the PPS and the Planning Act. To implement the direction of the Province, the County
Plan provides policies on residential density, ARUs, CIPs, definitions of affordable housing, and
varying housing types including tiny homes, rental housing, seniors housing, and special needs
housing. In order to be consistent with the PPS, section 4.2(f) of the Plan states:
“The goal of providing housing opportunities to moderate and lower income households.
The County would like to achieve a minimum target of 30% of new housing, or units
created by conversion, to be affordable in each local municipality. Local municipalities
are encouraged to have regard for the Grey County Housing and Homelessness Plan
(2014-2024) when setting targets in their local official plan. Local municipalities will be
encouraged to set a minimum target similar to the County for affordable units.”
While the County provides for the above-noted 30% target, the County has very few
mechanisms to ‘enforce’ such a target i.e. the County does not have the ability to use
inclusionary zoning. As a result, the County Plan has used the wording “would like to achieve”
rather than “shall achieve”, in recognition of the fact that such housing cannot be strictly
required.
Although the County targets do not have strength of a ‘shall statement’, staff have attempted to
utilize other tools such as allowing for as-of-right ARUs, having no upset limit on residential
density in serviced settlement areas, Development Charges (DC) exemptions, and using CIPs,
to encourage a wide range of housing types. Further changes are also being proposed through
Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 11 with respect to housing types and residential density.
In recent years the County has seen an increase in the number of semi-detached, townhouse,
and purpose-built rental units. Although many of these units were not ‘affordable’ as per the
PPS definition, the County is encouraged by the wider range of living options being built, some
of which fall into an attainable category.

Abbotts Ontario Land Tribunal Hearing Decision
On June 10, 2022, the County received the OLT’s decision on the Abbotts development in Town
of The Blue Mountains. A copy of this decision has been linked to in the Attachments section of
this report.
The OLT approved the development but did not approve the Town’s request to have 6
affordable units included in this development. In the OLT decision, the Tribunal found as follows
with respect to the Town’s request.
“[162] The Tribunal finds that the Town’s request, although heartfelt and sincere, is not
reasonable, is not relevant and is not equitable in the case of this proposed
development.”
In reaching this finding, the Tribunal noted:
“[155] There is no question that municipalities must consider how best to accomplish the
task of providing affordable housing. There are many tools available to assist in
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accomplishing this, such as Inclusionary Zoning, incentives and/or the use of Section 37
or Community Benefits provisions.
[156] However, the Town has not provided any tools by which the Tribunal can
adjudicate on this matter. In the absence of OP policies providing direction, the Tribunal
is not in a lawful position to grant or approve the Town’s request.
[157] Subsection 51(25) of the Planning Act states that:
“The approval authority may impose such conditions to the approval of a plan of
subdivision as in the opinion of the approval authority are reasonable, having
regard to the nature of the development proposed”
[158] Not only must the Tribunal consider the test of reasonableness, it must also
consider whether the proposed condition is relevant, necessary and equitable.
[159] With respect to reasonableness, there is no policy basis for this request and the
Town’s OP is silent, therefore the Tribunal does not consider this request reasonable.
[160] With respect to relevancy, the request is not tied to the development or the nature
of the subdivision. Unlike servicing requirements which are clearly connected, the issue
of affordable housing is a broader community issue and did not arise as a result of this
proposal.
[161] With respect to equity, prior planning applications have not been asked to provide
affordable housing, and yet this one developer is now being asked to set aside 6 units or
30% for affordable housing.”
County staff would generally concur with the OLT’s decision on this matter. Staff respect the fact
that the Town, and other municipalities across Ontario, are all looking to increase the amount of
affordable housing. Furthermore, staff appreciate that solutions or partial solutions to this matter
may require some ‘outside the box’ thinking. That said, staff are cognizant of the need to
operate within the current legislative and policy framework, until such time as the framework
changes.
Staff recommend that there be continued discussions with senior level governments with
respect to funding, as well as additional legislative tools to empower municipalities to require
affordable housing. At the June 9th, 2022 County Committee of the Whole meeting, staff were
directed to submit a delegation request to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing to
“request for additional tools to support the development of affordable housing.” Staff
recommend using this report as background to that delegation request. The Abbotts OLT
decision can also form a piece of this information, to note the current difficulties with respect to
requiring affordable housing.

Voluntary Approaches with Respect to Affordable Housing
Through the leadership shown by Grey County and member municipal councils on affordable
housing, it further empowers staff to request (but not require) affordable or attainable housing in
new developments. To be fair to developers, staff believe that this is best done very early in the
development process, ideally at the pre-submission consultation stage. If a developer wishes to
consider this request, they can then build it into their plans and development budgets moving
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forward. Staff are aware that a number of local developers and consultants were watching the
Abbotts development with respect to the impacts it could have on their own development
applications. The Abbotts file has again ‘shone a light’ on need for affordable housing, and its
importance to municipalities. Recently there have been some developers that have made
commitments to municipalities to provide some lower cost residential units as part of their
developments. Staff will continue to raise this matter with developers and highlight the priorities
that have been set by Grey County and member municipal councils on affordable housing.

County Leadership on Affordable Housing
County Council has shown great leadership on the affordable housing portfolio. In 2020 the
County established an Affordable Housing Taskforce to take action on this topic. Since the first
meeting in March of 2020, a number actions have been taken including but not limited to;
1. the creation of a Housing Action Plan,
2. establishing an Affordable Housing Fund consisting of 1% of the levy,
3. investigating using surplus County and Municipal lands for future affordable housing
purposes,
4. establishing the CIP template and partially funding municipal CIPs,
5. providing Development Charges exemptions for purpose-built rentals and not-for-profit
housing,
6. planning policy updates,
7. providing comments on Provincial initiatives and legislation such as Bill 109, and
8. constructing a supportive housing development in Owen Sound.
The Attachments section of this report provides links to a number of reports presented to the
Affordable Housing Taskforce which provide more detail on the above 8 items.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
As discussed above.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no anticipated financial, staffing or resource considerations associated with this
report.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning, Housing, Legal Services, and CAO
☒ External: Erroll Treslan, Alliance Lawyers

Appendices and Attachments
Abbotts Ontario Land Tribunal Decision
Addendum to PDR-AF-01-20 Updated Housing Action Plan and Next Steps
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PDR-AF-19-21 Rental Housing Update and Next Steps
PDR-AF-09-22 Public Lands for Housing Project – Intro and Workplan
PDR-AF-17-22 Bill 109 More Homes for Everyone Act
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Committee Report
To:

Warden Hicks and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

County Official Plan Amendment 42-03-540-OPA-14 / Addendum to
Report PDR-CW-16-22

Title:

Hutten Landscaping Co. Official Plan Amendment Final Report

Prepared by:

Becky Hillyer

Reviewed by:

Scott Taylor

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Township of Georgian Bluffs

Status:

Recommendation
1. That all written and oral submissions on Official Plan Amendment Number 14 were considered
and helped to make an informed recommendation and decision; and
2. That Addendum to Report PDR-CW-16-22 be received, and that Amendment Number 14 to the
County of Grey Official Plan to permit the redesignation of 6.83 ha of ‘Rural’ lands to ‘Space
Extensive Commercial and Industrial – Site Specific’ for the purpose of establishing a
landscaping business on lands legally described as Part Lot 16, Concession 5, Registered Plan
16R10169 Part 3 (geographic Township of Derby), now the Township of Georgian Bluffs, be
supported, and a by-law to adopt the County Official Plan Amendment be prepared for
consideration by County Council.

Executive Summary
A proposed County official plan amendment application (42-03-540-OPA-14) has been processed
to re-designate a portion of the subject lands to allow for the establishment of a landscaping
business. The subject property is approximately 20.2 hectares (50 acres) in size and designated
‘Rural’ and ‘Wetlands’ in the County Official Plan. The purpose and effect of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment (OPA) would be to re-designate approximately 6.83 hectares of the
‘Rural’ portion of the subject lands to the ‘Space Extensive Industrial and Commercial (site
specific)’ designation. No development would occur within the Provincially Significant Wetlands.
Several studies have been undertaken in support of the application, including a Planning
Report, Karst Study, Stormwater Management Report and Environmental Impact Study; as well
as Letters of Opinions regarding mapped Bedrock resources and Servicing considerations. Two
concurrent applications, including Zoning By-Law Amendment (ZBLA) Z-04-22 and Site Plan
Addendum to PDR-CW-16-22
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Date: June 23, 2022

Application (SPA) SP-02-22 have been submitted to the Township of Georgian Bluffs and are
being processed by the Township. The following report presents an overview of the application
from a planning policy perspective, and recommends support for the proposed County Official
Plan Amendment 14.

Background and Discussion
The County has received and processed an application from 2765746 Ontario Inc. (Hutten &
Co. Land and Shore), represented by Kristine Loft, Loft Planning Inc., to amend the Grey
County Official Plan as it applies to the subject lands. The amendment would re-designate
approximately 6 hectares of the subject property from the ‘Rural’ designation to the ‘Space
Extensive Industrial and Commercial - Site Specific’ designation. The subject lands are
approximately 20.2 hectares in extent, with approximately 14 ha designated ‘Wetlands.’
The proposed development includes two buildings (to be used for retail, office space, a vehicle
maintenance shop, storage space and washroom facilities); 89 parking spaces; outdoor storage
for landscaping supplies; two plant housing structures; and a stormwater management pond.
Landscaping is proposed throughout the redesignated portion, and one access point is
proposed at the northeast corner of the subject lands, from Grey Road 18.
The subject property is legally described as Part Lot 16, Concession 5, Registered Plan
16R10169 Part 3 (geographic Township of Derby), now in the Township of Georgian Bluffs. The
lands are located along the west side of Grey Road 18, approximately 250 meters south of the
Secondary Settlement Area of Springmount. Surrounding land uses include the Coca-Cola
facility and Georgian Bluffs municipal office to the north, a contractor’s yard to the east, as well
as a mix of smaller residential lots, larger agricultural properties, and natural wetland areas. The
subject property is currently vacant. This area of the Township is serviced via individual private
services. Aerial images would suggest that no farming, development nor substantial changes to
the landscape have occurred on the subject lands since at least 2006.
Map 1 below shows an aerial photo of the subject lands, while Map 2 shows the existing County Official
Plan designation of the lands. All of the lands currently designated ‘Rural’ (shown in white) would be
redesignated to ‘Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial – site specific.’ Wetlands are shown in blue,
Hazard Lands in green, the Niagara Escarpment Plan area in grey, Secondary Settlement Area in orange,
and the Sunset Strip area in yellow.
The proposal also requires an amendment to the Township of Georgian Bluffs zoning by-law, in
addition to a formal Site Plan Approval Application, both of which have been submitted by the
applicant concurrently with the subject County Official Plan Amendment. At the time of writing
this report, Grey County Planning Staff have received communication from Township planning
staff to indicate that the Zoning and Site Plan applications have been tentatively recommended
for approval but would only be brought to Township Council for a decision once a decision has
been made on the County Official Plan Amendment application by County Council.
A number of reports and studies have been submitted to support the application, including a
Planning Justification Report, architectural concept sketches, a Karst Assessment,
Environmental Impact Study, Stormwater Management Report, and Letters of Opinion regarding
proposed servicing requirements and mapped bedrock resources - Link to Background Materials
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A joint public meeting was held with the Township of Georgian Bluffs on May 4th, 2022. A link to
the public meeting minutes can be found here.

Map 1: Aerial Photo of the Subject Lands
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Map 2: Current Official Plan Land Use Designations
Public and Agency Comments Received
Public Comments
In accordance with Planning Act, the notice of complete application and public meeting was mailed to all
neighbours within a 120-metre radius of the site, notice was circulated to the required agencies and
bodies; a sign outlining the development was posted on the property; a public meeting was held on May
4, 2022 in Georgian Bluffs; and all information pertaining to the County OPA and concurrent ZBA and
SPA was made available on the County and Township’s respective websites.
At the time of writing this report, neither written nor oral comments had been received from any
member of the public. During the public meeting on May 4, 2022, there were no members of the
public in attendance.

Agency Comments
Comments were received from the following agencies.

Historic Saugeen Metis (HSM)
In comments dated April 4, 2022 the HSM Lands, Resources and Consultation Department noted they
have no objection or opposition to the proposed County OPA or concurrent Zoning and Site Plan
application.
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Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA)
Comments dated June 10, 2022 were received by GSCA staff regarding the County OPA, ZBA and Site
Plan Application. Comments indicated that the proposed stormwater management pond would appear
to be located within the GSCA regulatory area, and therefore a permit would be required from their
office prior to any construction of that feature. Staff also sent refined Environmental Protection zone
mapping and indicated that the 15 meter setback noted in the by-law may be reduced to 0 meters. Staff
also indicated that the 15 meter setback proposed within the Environmental Impact Study and through
the Site Plan design should be sufficient to minimize negative impacts on the Black Ash Swamp
Provincially Significant Wetland on the property. Generally, GSCA staff indicated no significant concerns
with the subject applications and recommended that the EP zone be revised, and that the site plan
agreement include the recommendations from the Karst Assessment and the EIS.
County staff comment: Staff are in agreement with the recommendations suggested by GSCA comments
and would work with Township staff to ensure that recommendations of the Karst Assessment and EIS
are accounted for at the site plan stage.

Grey County Transportation Services
Grey County Transportation Services staff have reviewed the subject application and noted that a
commercial entrance permit and relevant sign permit would be required for the development. Road
widening for this section of Grey Road 18 was previously attained and will not be required.
Transportation comments further noted that County centreline setback policies appear to be achieved,
based on the submitted site plan.
County Planning staff have clarified with Township staff that site plan control is being applied through
this application. A commercial entrance permit will be required, which will need to go through
Transportations Services’ permitting process at the site plan stage.

Township of Georgian Bluffs
The County has had close communication with the Township throughout the processing and review of
this application. At the time of writing this report, County and Township planning staff were in general
agreement that all questions and concerns that arose throughout the review of the application had been
adequately addressed by the applicant. Staff understand that the Township will await County Council’s
decision on the OPA prior to bringing a report to Township Council for approval in respect to the Zoning
and Site Plan applications, to ensure compliance with County OP policies.
Township Building staff provided comments specifically addressing the Letter of Opinion regarding
servicing developed for the proposal and noted that they are generally in agreement regarding the
findings of the study (namely the capacity considerations for the proposed sewage system) and had no
further concerns.
The Township also circulated the application to the local Risk Management Official, given that the
subject lands are located within a Wellhead Protection Area ‘E’. Comments were received to indicate
that the property has a vulnerability score of 7.2 and significant drinking water threat policies do not
apply. Therefore, no further comments were required.
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Enbridge Gas Inc.
Comments dated March 29th were received from Enbridge Gas Inc., noting that there are service lines
running in the area of the Site, which may or may not be impacted by the proposed development.
Advice was provided to contact Enbridge at least one month in advance of any work to ensure the
location of the lines are known and potentially to turn-off or redirect the lines if required.
County staff have recommended to Township staff that this direction be added as a condition at a Site
Plan stage.

City of Owen Sound
Comments dated May 6, 2022 were received from the City of Owen Sound Planning Staff, which were
later approved by City Council on May 9, 2022. The City’s comments reference Section 1 of the
Provincial Policy Statement (particularly Policy 1.1.1 and 1.1.5) and request that County Planning staff
indicate how the proposal supports healthy, livable, and safe communities; and how the use fits in with
rural land uses and is compatible with the rural landscape. The comments also outline Section 5.7.2 of
the County’s OP, which provide policy direction for the Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial use
and request that County staff provide justification regarding how the proposal will address all relevant
policy requirements of this section. Namely, City staff question whether the proposed development
should be directed to a serviced settlement area; and question the implications for potential expansion
of the Secondary Settlement Area of Springmount or the Sunset strip in future.
County Staff Comment: The PPS and OP policies have been considered in relation to this application and
are addressed in more detail in the Planning Analysis sections below. Relevant justification has also been
provided in the Planning Justification Report submitted by Kristine Loft. Regarding the location of the
proposed use, due to the requirement for larger-scale outdoor storage, in combination with the need
for easy highway access, minimum demand for services (water, sewage, etc.), and appropriate lands to
grow nursery plants, staff are of the general opinion that the proposed use is appropriate for rural lands,
as described in the PPS. As indicated in the Letter of Opinion provided by GM BluePlan, the anticipated
servicing for the property will be quite minimal compared to many large-scale industrial or commercial
uses (predominantly just a septic system to accommodate washrooms for employees and customers)
and therefore the use of private servicing is considered appropriate, by the consultants, for the
proposed landscaping business. In addition, Kristine Loft has provided comments to suggest that the use
of serviced industrial lands for largely outdoor-storage purposes could potentially be an inefficient use
of such lands, and there may be merit in conserving larger serviced lots for more intensive industrial
uses that require setbacks from more sensitive uses and have more extensive servicing demands.
Finally, the ‘site specific’ designation that is proposed on the property would limit some of the more
intensive uses that might otherwise be permitted in the Space Extensive Industrial and Commercial
designation, as discussed in sections below.
Regarding the City’s comments around implications for the potential expansion of surrounding
settlement areas, Staff would acknowledge that there is some merit in this comment. At the same time,
the building coverage of the site is relatively minimal, and the proposed use is not out of scale nor
character with the surrounding land uses (which include a contractor’s yard, the Coca-Cola facility, the
Georgian Bluffs Township offices, and a mix of agricultural and residential uses). The extent of the built
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area would be approximately 954 m2, which is only slightly larger than the 800 m2 gross floor area
allowance that might otherwise be permitted for an on-farm diversified use associated with a farming
property of this size. The total area of the use is however larger than normally considered by an on-farm
diversified use. The ‘site-specific’ nature of the proposed land-use re-designation (included in the OPA
appended below) recommends restrictions on a number of the other industrial or commercial uses on
the subject lands. The continued protection of the Provincially Significant Wetlands will also limit further
intensification of the lands, which should assist in limiting any impact on expanding settlement areas in
future.

Analysis of Planning Issues
In rendering decisions, planning authorities must have regard to matters of Provincial interest under the
Planning Act and be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The decisions must also
conform to the County of Grey Official Plan. The subject lands are outside of the Niagara Escarpment
Plan area. Following the legislative and policy analysis review, staff have also included some general
planning discussion pertinent to this development. Key Provincial and County policies have been flagged
below for consideration.

Provincial Legislation – The Planning Act
Most notable to this proposed official plan amendment are the following matters of provincial interest
(in italics) from the Planning Act, which will need to be considered, along with a staff comment below
each one.
(a) The protection of ecological systems, including natural areas, features and functions;
The subject lands contain a number of natural heritage features and ecological systems that require
comprehensive study and protective mechanisms to ensure that any development on the subject lands
will not negatively impact these features. As will be discussed in more detail below, the lands include a
large area of Provincially Significant Wetland, a ‘Core’ area, Significant Woodlands, and mapped Karst
features. To address these features, an Environmental Impact Study, Stormwater Management Report
and a Karst Study have been undertaken in support of the application. The development on-site will
remain outside of these sensitive environmental features.
(b)

the protection of agricultural resources of the Province,

The subject lands are approximately 20.2 hectares (50 acres) in size, which is considered the minimum
size to be considered ‘farm-sized’ for a Rural property. In this case, approximately two-thirds of the
subject lands are covered in Provincially Significant Wetlands, which leaves approximately 6 ha as ‘Rural’
lands. Staff would note that ‘Rural’ lands differ from identified prime-agricultural lands which are
generally designated as ‘Agricultural’ in the County’s Official Plan and are characterized by soil types and
conditions that are more conducive to cultivation opportunities. Given the relatively small size of the
existing ‘Rural’ area, staff would suggest that it is unlikely that this property would be utilized for purely
farming purposes, as it would simply not be viable. Aerial images dating back to 2006 confirm that the
property has remained vacant and unfarmed for at least 15 years. Should the proposed landscaping
business not locate on the subject lands, the most likely use of the property would be for ruralresidential purposes. As a portion of the submitted site plan does include an area for growing nursery
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stock and plant housing structures, the proposed use does include some agricultural elements that are
also in-keeping with uses appropriate for more rural areas.
Staff would further note that the current Hutten business is on prime agricultural lands and it is now
being relocated to rural lands through these development applications.
Staff are satisfied that the proposed use of the subject lands does not infringe on prime agricultural
resources within the province, and is an appropriate rural use.
(f)

the adequate provision and efficient use of communication, transportation, sewage, and water
services and waste management systems,

The subject lands are not serviced by municipal water or sewer services. A private well and septic
system have been proposed for the development. The Letter of Opinion prepared regarding servicing
suggests that digging a viable well should be achievable on the property (given their review of
surrounding well-water records) and that sewage requirements would be achievable through the use of
an on-site private septic system.
As noted above, Transportation Services staff have reviewed the proposal and are satisfied that Grey
Road 18 should provide an adequate transportation route for the landscaping business, provided a
commercial entrance permit is attained by the proponent.
Staff are generally satisfied that the use of private services and existing transportation infrastructure will
be sufficient to serve the needs of the development.
(h) The orderly development of safe and healthy communities
As noted above, the proposed use would be serviced by the existing road infrastructure, which is
considered safe and in good condition for use by trucks and equipment entering and exiting the site.
Given the nature of the business and the space requirements involved, it is not the type of development
that is necessarily amenable to a more “compact” urban form. Nonetheless, safety of the overall
development (both to humans and wildlife) has been a priority, as noted through the completion of a
Karst assessment to ensure site stability and preservation of water supplies; the completion of an EIS to
ensure no negative implications for surrounding ecological functions; circulation to the Risk
Management Official to ensure there are no implications to local water supplies; a Stormwater
Management Study to design a drainage system that will safely account for and divert stormwater; and
a servicing study to ensure that the proposed private septic system and well will not negatively influence
surrounding properties.
(k) the adequate provision of employment opportunities
Staff would note that the current proposal would provide a new location for an existing local business
that currently provides an array of job opportunities to local residents. The business has outgrown their
current location and is seeking to expand their operations to continue to support customers
throughout the region. Staff recognize the economic contributions of local businesses to the overall
growth and success of the region, and the importance of supporting opportunities for businesses to
strengthen their hiring capacities. The location of this business just outside of Owen Sound and
Springmount has the potential to offer job opportunities to residents living in both rural and urban

Addendum to PDR-CW-16-22

59

Date: June 23, 2022

settings and hence staff are satisfied that it is complementary to the Planning Act principle to provide
adequate employment opportunities.
(m) the co-ordination of planning activities of public bodies
As noted, the subject Official Plan Amendment has also triggered the need for Zoning and Site Plan
applications at the Township level. In order to move all applications forward in a cohesive and
collaborative manner, the County and Township undertook a joint public meeting and have been
working closely together, and with the applicant, to address any arising questions or concerns with the
proposal. Given the Provincially Significant Wetlands on the property, the County has also engaged with
Grey Sauble Conservation Authority for their review and comments on the applications.
(p)

the appropriate location of growth and development.

As noted, the proposed landscaping use requires access to County Road and/or Highway infrastructure
that will support the operation and movement of larger trucks, a large space to accommodate outdoor
storage of landscaping materials, and limited servicing to support the use. Development of the subject
property will not take away viable agricultural lands, will not infringe on the sensitive wetland features
on the site, and should not be significantly out of character with surrounding property uses. Therefore,
staff consider the location to be an appropriate location for growth and development of the proposed
landscaping business.
Staff are satisfied that the subject OPA application has regard for matters of Provincial interest under
the Planning Act.

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2020
Section 1 of the PPS generally directs new growth and development to settlement areas, where full
municipal services are provided. Section 1.6.6 of the PPS provides a servicing hierarchy, which includes
private wells and septic systems. New development is permitted in rural areas, where it can be
supported by rural service levels, and where it will not hinder farming or resource use. As highlighted in
previous sections of this report, staff are generally satisfied that the proposed use would not cause
undue pressure on rural services and will have minimal implications for the preservation of agricultural
lands. The proposed location also takes advantage of existing County Road infrastructure and no
upgrades would be required to adequately accommodate the proposed use.
Section 1.1.3.8 of the PPS requires that new uses comply with Minimum Distance Separation (MDS)
formulae. MDS is meant to prevent odour conflicts between farm and non-farm uses. Policy #10 of the
provincial MDS Guideline document states:
An MDS I setback is required for all proposed amendments to rezone or redesignate land to permit
development in prime agricultural areas and rural lands presently zoned or designated for agricultural
use.
As the subject lands are currently designated Rural (which permits agricultural uses) and zoned Rural in
the Township of Georgian Bluffs Zoning By-Law, MDS should therefore be considered in redesignating
the lands to the proposed non-agricultural use, being the Space Extensive Commercial and Industrial
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designation. In this case, MDS I would apply, and the proposed use would be considered a ‘Type A’ use.
In examining the existing topography of surrounding properties, County and Township staff identified
two barns on properties south of the subject lands. When applied as a Type A use, MDS would appear to
be achieved from the existing barns to the lot line of the subject property.
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the PPS respectively outline the need to protect Natural Heritage areas (including
Provincially Significant Wetlands), as well as the province’s water supply. The County’s Official Plan
closely mirrors the policies of the PPS in this regard and a further assessment of these policy areas will
be outlined below.
Staff are satisfied that the subject OPA application is consistent with the PPS.

County of Grey Official Plan
The County’s Official Plan, ‘Recolour Grey,’ contains similar subject matter to the PPS, and the matters
of Provincial interest under the Planning Act.
Similar to the PPS, the County Plan contains policies to direct the majority of new development to
settlement areas, but does permit some new development within the Countryside, where such uses can
be supported by rural services and are compatible with surrounding natural heritage features and
existing rural land uses. While the Rural land-use designation permits a contractor’s yard and nurseries
by-right, through pre-submission consultation discussions with the applicant, County staff suggested
that the proposal may be beyond the scale of what would be considered within the standard Rural
designation, and therefore suggested that an application to redesignate the lands to Space Extensive
Industrial and Commercial (site specific) may be more appropriate in this instance.
Section 5.7 of the OP outlines the list of permitted uses and several policy criteria to be considered with
any new use proposed under the Space Extensive Industrial and Commercial designation. The list of
permitted uses included as-of-right in this designation include:
a) Fuel distribution
b) Agricultural bulk sales establishment
c) Warehousing
d) Transport terminal
e) Dry manufacturing plant, including assembly, repair and storage
f) Equipment sales and rental
g) Farm machinery sales and service
h) Agricultural produce or livestock terminal
i) Feed mill or grain elevator
j) Sawmill
k) Horticultural nurseries
l) Automobile sales and services
m) Recreational vehicle sales and services
Staff would note that the above list does not include a “landscaping business,” which the proponent has
applied to have added to the above list, for the purposes of the subject property. Along with this sitespecific designation to add a “landscaping business” to the list of permitted uses, Planning staff would
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also suggest that there are a number of uses on this list which would not be appropriate for the
property, given the variety of ecologically sensitive features on the site (wetlands, woodlands, karst,
etc.) Therefore, staff would recommend that the above list be amended (as indicated within the
Appended OPA) to limit the uses permitted on the site to:








Landscaping business and ancillary uses including open storage, accessory bulk sales and
contractor’s yard,
Agricultural bulk sales establishment,
Equipment sales and rental,
Farm machinery sales and service,
Agricultural produce or livestock terminal,
Feed mill or grain elevator, and
Horticultural nurseries.

Per the above list, the automobile and RV sales, as well as fuel distribution, warehousing, and
manufacturing uses have been removed, in order to limit the list of potential future uses to those that
may directly benefit the surrounding rural and agricultural community, and which should have less
impact on the ecological features of the site.
Section 5.7.2(2) of the OP goes on to note that:
New uses [in the Space Extensive designation] would be permitted subject to satisfying all of the
following criteria:
a) The use requires accessible sites to serve their market area;
b) The use serves demands from highway traffic;
c) The use requires a large parking or outdoor storage area or requires a large volume single
purpose building;
d) The location of the proposed use in a general industrial block or general retail block in an
urban centre is not feasible due to its storage area or building volume requirements;
In relation to points (a) and (b) above, the Planning Justification Report submitted by Loft Planning
Consultants indicates that the situating of the business on the proposed lands would be appropriate
given the need for truck and trailer traffic entering and exiting the site; and would provide a location
that is suitably located to their customer base and which avoids long-distance travel on the part of both
employees and customers. Regarding points (c) and (d) the report notes that large outdoor areas are
required for the storage of docks, mulch, stones and large equipment associated with the landscaping
business, as well as large loading and parking areas to store trucks and permit ample parking for
customers. In addition, a rural area outside of a settlement area is more appropriate due to these
respective storage and parking requirements, as well as the potential noise from equipment associated
with loading and unloading materials.
Section 5.7.3 (1) of the OP also limits the Space Extensive use in the special agricultural designation and
in prime-agricultural areas; while 5.7.3(2) notes that the space extensive land use type will not be
permitted in locations that may interfere with the potential future expansion of settlement areas. As
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indicated, the subject lands are not considered a prime-agricultural area and staff would suggest that
the proposal should have minimal impact on any surrounding farm properties. Regarding sub-section
(2), given the proximity of the site to the Secondary Settlement Area of Springmount just 250 metres to
the north, there is some question regarding how this proposal might impact the future extension of this
settlement area, as raised by City of Owen Sound staff. As highlighted above, the coverage on the site
overall will be quite minimal; the uses permitted on the site will be limited; the potential for expansion
of the use beyond what is proposed is minimal given the required buffer from the wetlands; and the use
is not significantly out of scale or character with the surrounding land uses, which include the Coca-Cola
facility to the immediate north and a Contractor’s yard to the east. In addition, through conversations
with Township Planning staff, it was indicated that Township Council had previously decided against
southward expansion of the Springmount settlement area due to potential implications for the the large
Provincially Significant Wetland area to the south-west, and large areas of Niagara Escarpment lands to
the south-east. Township staff also noted restrictions from Ministry of Transportation (MTO) regarding
jurisdiction of Highway 21 through Springmount. Therefore, County staff are generally satisfied that the
proposal should not unduly interfere with any future expansion of the settlement area in such a way
that should warrant refusal of this application.
It is noted that a portion of the subject lands are part of a ‘Core Area’ per Schedule C of the
County’s Official Plan, while Appendix B shows Significant Woodlands towards the western
portion of the property. As indicated, approximately two-thirds of the property is located within a
Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW). Given these natural heritage features, County and
Township staff requested that an Environmental Impact Study be undertaken, which was
prepared by SAAR Environmental Limited and submitted to support the application. The findings
of the study indicate that the proposed development would be located on a previously disturbed
area and, provided that a 30-metre setback be maintained from the PSW, should not negatively
impact this feature. The report also outlined a number of recommendations to be implemented
at a site plan stage, including the planting of a ‘sacrifice crop’ of trees to create an additional
buffer to the PSW to support wildlife; amongst others.
As per Appendix A to the County Plan, the lands fall within a Wellhead Protection Zone ‘E’ and
a Karst Area. Wellhead Protection Zones indicate areas where contaminants may enter the
local water supply, based on particular topography and degree of risk. “Zone E” is considered
the lowest risk, and staff would note that most of the proposed area for development is outside
of this Zone. Generally, staff tend to be concerned when significant volumes of fuel or chemicals
are proposed to be stored on-site. In this case, County staff requested specific information from
the applicants regarding the storage of fuel and or chemicals on site, and were provided the
following response by the applicant:
We would note the site plan does include 3-4 500 gallon tanks. All tanks will be regularly
inspected by the fuel provider and have anti-leaking double walled tanks monitored by
vacuum pressure, and will be protected by concrete bollards for protection from close-by
vehicular movements.
County staff would recommend that the above comments be implemented at a Site Plan stage
and that the applicant ensure all relevant permits are in place. In addition to the above, the
application has been circulated to the local Risk Management Official. Comments were received
to indicate that the property is within a WHPA-E zone and has a score of 7.2, indicating that
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significant drinking water threat policies do not apply. As such, no further comments were
offered on the application.
Regarding the noted Karst features on the site, staff requested that test holes be dug at the site
of the proposed development and a report be submitted, per the County’s OP policies within
Section 7.5. Karst topography may be characterized by depressions, cracks or fissures in
bedrock that may be indicative of sink holes, underground caverns, crevasses, etc. and which
may influence the flow of surface and sub-surface groundwaters and/or the potential stability of
new development. For the purposes of this development a Karst Topography Assessment was
prepared by GM BluePlan consultants. For the study, a series of seven test holes were
excavated to at least 2 metres below ground level. While none of the test holes revealed any
karstic features, the consultants did note topographic features towards the northwest corner of
the proposed development area, that could be indicative of hydraulically active karst (numerous
small depressions, sinkholes). However, this area of the site is proposed for truck parking only,
and would therefore not feature any structures (or septic system) that could influence water
supplies and/or stability and safety of the site. The consultants recommended that the northwest corner be re-evaluated at the time of top-soil stripping for the proposed parking lot (via test
holes) to confirm the presence or absence of karst features and, throughout the construction
process, that bedrock surfaces continue to be inspected to confirm whether any exposed karstic
features could have structural implications. Given the findings and recommendations of the
consultants, Staff are of the opinion that any Karst on site can be safely addressed, provided
that the recommendations of the report are considered at the Site Plan and construction stage.
Appendix E of the County’s Official Plan shows the potential for Bedrock across the eastern
portion of the lands, at the site of the proposed development. The County’s Bedrock mapping is
used to guide land-use decision making with the goal of preserving viable opportunities for the
extraction of Bedrock resources, per Section 5.6.6 of the OP. For the purposes of this
development, staff requested that the applicants provide a Letter of Opinion by a qualified
professional, to demonstrate that the proposal would not hinder the extraction of bedrock
resources on the subject property. The submitted Letter of Opinion, provided by GM BluePlan,
concluded that given the small area of the lands outside of the wetland, in combination with the
assumed high-water table and potential for hydraulically active karstic features on a portion of
the site, extraction of the resource is unlikely to be viable on the property. The consultants also
noted that the type of resource (dolostone bedrock) is considered to be fairly low-quality and is
considerably poor for widespread applications. Therefore, the overall cost to extract the
resource on a small parcel of land would not be viable. Given these findings, staff are satisfied
that the proposed development should not limit viable Bedrock extraction operations on the
subject property.
Sections 8.9.1 and 8.9.2 of the OP speak to the need for developments to provide adequate
servicing and stormwater management facilities to adequately sustain the development into the
future. To ensure that the proposal is able to address these policies, staff requested the
completion of a Letter of Opinion regarding servicing, as well as a Storm Water Management
Study. The servicing letter, prepared by GM BluePlan, looked at well-water records for the six
existing wells within 300 metres of the site, noting that only one of the wells had a lower yield
than what would be considered viable. The consultants concluded that sufficient water supply is
expected to be achievable in the bedrock underlying the site, and staff would note that the
overall usage of water on the site should be fairly minimal (predominantly for washing trucks,
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flushing toilets). Regarding the proposed septic demands, the consultants outlined the required
septic system capacity that would be required to meet the needs of the development, noting that
sufficient space and setbacks would be achievable at the proposed site of development. Given
this review, staff are generally satisfied that the demand for services resulting from the proposed
use should be relatively minimal, and should be adequately accommodated by private services
on-site.
The submitted Stormwater Management Report, also prepared by GM BluePlan, recommends
the creation of a stormwater management pond along the southern property line, which could
also be used as a water reservoir to assist with watering nursery plants. With the
recommendations of the report considered, any run-off to the wetland area (which is proposed
to increase for the 2-year storm event, but would decrease for the 5,10, 25, 50 and 100-year
storm events) is expected to be treated to an “enhanced level of treatment.” Provided that the
recommendations of the report are acknowledged at the Site Plan stage, staff are satisfied that
the findings of this study address core concerns associated with stormwater management.
Given the review of the above studies, Planning staff are satisfied that the application
demonstrates conformity with the goals and objectives of the County Official Plan, provided that
a number of conditions recommended through the various studies and reports are included at a
Site Plan stage.

Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan
It should be noted that while the Township of Georgian Bluffs Official Plan provides policy guidance to
direct development within Settlement Areas, the Township defers to the County’s Official Plan for
development outside of settlement areas. Therefore, no amendment to the Georgian Bluffs Official Plan
is required for this development.

General Planning Discussion
Beyond the immediate scope of the Official Plan Amendment, staff would note that there is a small
parcel of land (approximately 634 m2) that was previously severed along the eastern boundary of the
subject property, with frontage on Grey Road 18. This small property is owned by the Township of
Georgian Bluffs and is currently vacant. Grey County staff have had verbal confirmation from the
applicants that they are seeking to acquire this property to merge with the subject lands. Township staff
have indicated that the property would need to be declared surplus and proceed through the required
policy channels prior to any change of ownership – a process which may take longer than 6 months. At
this time, this small property has not been considered as ‘usable’ lands within the project site plan; but
adequate lot-line setbacks have been established (through the proposed zoning by-law application) to
achieve minimum zoning requirements in terms of the Township’s zoning by-law.
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Map 3: Township-owned Parcel outlined in Black
Planning staff would note that due to the small size of this property, the general lack of municipal
services in the area, and the required County centreline setbacks that would be enforced for any new
development, potential uses for this property would be very limited. At this time, the smaller property is
not part of the application to re-designate to a Space Extensive use, and would remain ‘Rural.’ However,
given the extent of the studies that have been completed around the immediate vicinity, staff might
suggest that there could be merit in considering the re-designation of this property to the Space
Extensive designation through a future OP housekeeping amendment, in the event that the applicants
were to attain ownership of the parcel at a later date. Once again, given the County’s centreline setback
requirement and the small size of the property, the merging of the smaller parcel with the subject
property would be unlikely to trigger any significant increase in scale or intensification of the proposed
landscaping business use.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The application was processed in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act.

Financial and Resource Implications
There are no anticipated financial, staffing or legal considerations associated with the proposed
official plan amendment, beyond those normally encountered in processing an amendment. The
County has collected the requisite application fee and peer review deposit for this application.
Should the County’s decision be appealed, it may result in greater financial and legal
considerations, as well as additional staff time.
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Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Planning Staff
☒ External: The Public, Township of Georgian Bluffs, Grey Sauble Conservation Authority, and required
agencies under the Planning Act.

Appendices and Attachments
Draft Official Plan Amendment # 14
Public Meeting Minutes
Merit Report PDR-CW-16-22

Addendum to PDR-CW-16-22

67

Date: June 23, 2022

Committee Report
To:

Warden and Members of Grey County Council

Committee Date:

June 23, 2022

Subject / Report No:

PDR-CW-23-22 / Appeal Discussion

Title:

Town of The Blue Mountains Consent B03-2022

Prepared by:

Becky Hillyer

Reviewed by:

Scott Taylor

Lower Tier(s) Affected:

Town of The Blue Mountains

Status:

Recommendation
1. That Report PDR-CW-23-22 regarding an overview of Town of The Blue Mountains Consent
application B03-2022 on lands described as Part of Parklot 13, North East Side of Alfred Street,
Plan Thornbury, being Part 1 of Plan 16R-9210 (adjacent immediately west of lands
locally known as 154 Alfred Street West) be received; and
(Choose either option 1 or option 2)
2. Option 1
That staff be directed to pursue the appeal of consent application B03-2022 to the Ontario
Land Tribunal with respect to the Town Committee of Adjustment’s decision to exclude the
County’s road widening request as a condition of consent, on the proposed severed and
retained lands.
Option 2
That staff be directed to withdraw the appeal of consent application B03-2022 to the Ontario
Land Tribunal.

Executive Summary
Road widening is commonly requested by County staff on County Road consent applications
throughout Grey County and is generally considered a standard condition of consent. The
opportunity to request road widening for consent applications is provided within the Planning
Act, with relevant detailed policy noted within the County’s Official Plan. The purpose of
securing road widenings is to provide a County controlled road corridor of a consistent width to
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facilitate the installation of services in the right of way as well as allowing for future road
enhancements, should they be required.
The Town of The Blue Mountains’ Committee of Adjustment granted provisional approval for
consent application B03-2022 to permit a lot boundary adjustment (lot addition) in order to
convey an existing driveway to abutting lands at 154 Alfred Street West (this section of Alfred
Street west also forms part of Grey Road 113). Grey County Transportation Services staff
requested road widening, which was included in the County Planning staff comments and
formally submitted through email to The Town on May 16, 2022. During the Committee of
Adjustment meeting on May 18, 2022, the Committee provisionally approved the proposed
consent application without the County’s requested road widening provision
County staff do not object to the proposed lot addition. The County’s proposed appeal is very narrow in
scope and relates only to the County’s written request for road widening along the severed and retained
portions of the subject property. Should the approval of Consent application B03-2022 include a
condition for road widening as requested by the County, County staff would raise no further issue with
the subject consent application.
As per the County’s appeal protocol, County staff have submitted a ‘placeholder appeal’ to the
Town’s decision on consent application B03-2022. County staff are recommending appeal of
this application as it pertains to the County’s request for road widening on the proposed severed
and retained lands. Should Council not support moving forward with the appeal, it will be
withdrawn.
The landowner has provided a response to the County’s placeholder appeal which has been
linked to in the Attachments section of this report.

Background and Discussion
The Town of The Blue Mountains Committee of Adjustment recently approved consent application B032022, submitted by the landowner, who is the registered owner of the subject property as well as the
adjacent lands that would benefit from the proposed lot addition. The proposed lot addition would
convey 2,016 m2 of the subject property to the abutting lands to the east, in order to situate the existing
parking area on the same property as the landowner’s residence. No new lot would be created as a
result of this application.
The subject lands are legally described as Part of Parklot 13, North East Side of Alfred Street, Plan
Thornbury, being Part 1 of Plan 16R-9210, in the Settlement Area of Thornbury, and are immediately
adjacent to lands locally known as 154 Alfred Street West. The subject property is currently vacant and
approximately 4400 m2 in size. The neighbouring property that would receive the lot addition contains a
single residential dwelling and is currently 1,630 m2 in size.
The receiving parcel (154 Alfred Street) would have a resulting area of 3,650 m2. The retained lands
would have a resulting area of 2,940 m2.
The subject property has frontage on County Road 113, which is locally known as Alfred Street West.
The surrounding lands are predominantly residential in nature, including a medium-density residential
development to the east, low-density residential uses to the south, and a combination of vacant lands
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and/or low-density residential to the north and west. There is a watercourse and wooded area
immediately surrounding the subject property.

Map 1: Location of Subject Lands
County Staff have been in contact with Town staff to request a copy of the submitted planning report
and any agency comments related to the application.
The consent application was approved by the Town’s Committee of Adjustment with a number of
standard conditions pertaining to the registration and surveying of the lot addition, mortgaging, and
timing. The list of conditions did not reflect the County’s request for road widening on the proposed
severed and retained lands, as requested through comments communicated by email to Town staff on
May 16th.
As noted, it is generally considered standard practice for County Transportation Services staff to request
road widening provisions for a variety of Planning Act applications, including consents, site plan
applications, plans of subdivision, and plans of condominium. It is an important best-practice to
strategically acquire these lands when the opportunity arises, to facilitate any upgrading of County
Roads in future. Upgrading may include the expansion of lanes, shoulders or sidewalks; and/or the
addition of underground infrastructure such as internet cables, services, etc. When road widening is
required for County Road projects, and the County has not previously acquired the widening through
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development applications, the County is required to pay for those lands. When widening is acquired as a
condition of a development application it comes at no cost to the County.
In reviewing a video record of the Committee of Adjustment meeting, it would appear that there was
some confusion surrounding the intention of the County’s road widening comments, which read as
follows:
“No objection to severance. Road widening of 17' or 5.182 m is required on the retained and
severed parcels. The proposed widening may or may not come into conflict with an existing
porch on the front of the structure. If it does, the line may deviate around said structure.”

Map 2: Proposed Lot Addition & Widening (Approximate – not to scale)
As the existing dwelling and porch structure are located on the lot that would benefit from the lot
addition, and not the severed or retained portions, the County’s road widening request would not apply
to the lands containing the dwelling. To clarify, County staff would seek widening on the proposed
retained and severed portions only.
The Town Staff Report did not include a recommendation to include the County’s road widening request
as a condition of provisional consent, as the County’s comments were received after the Staff Report
was issued. Footage from the meeting indicated that Town staff raised the County’s comments but
deferred to the Committee for a decision on this matter.
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After a considerable discussion on the road widening request, including input from the property owner,
the Committee ultimately decided to provisionally approve the consent without a condition for road
widening.
The last date to appeal the decision of the Town was June 9, 2022. In accordance with the County’s
appeal protocol, linked to in the Attachments section of the report, County staff have submitted a
‘placeholder appeal’ to preserve the County’s right of appeal for this matter. Should Council not support
moving forward with this appeal, it can be withdrawn immediately. More on the County’s legal options
will be provided in the Legal and Legislated Requirements section of this report.
The landowner of the consent application is unable to attend the County’s Committee of Whole meeting
on June 23rd. This landowner has however provided a written response to the County’s placeholder
appeal, which has been linked to in the Attachments section of this report.

Analysis of Planning Issues
When rendering a land use planning decision, planning authorities must have regard to matters of
Provincial Interest under the Planning Act, be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2020
and conform to any Provincial Plans as well as any County or Municipal Official Plans that govern the
subject lands. In this case, the County of Grey Official Plan and The Town of The Blue Mountains’ Official
Plan have jurisdiction over the subject property. There is no Provincial Plan in place for these lands.
A detailed planning analysis has not been provided here, but rather the following policy analysis will
generally focus on the policies as they relate to the County Road and the County’s request for road
widening.

Provincial Legislation – The Planning Act
Section 5(3) of the Planning Act provides municipal councils the ability to delegate authority for the
giving of consents to a committee of adjustment.
Section 53(12) of the Act provides wording to reflect that a council (or committee of adjustment, if
delegated) has the authority to enact conditions on a consent in a similar way to that of a plan-ofsubdivision, while Section 53(12.1) reiterates that the powers of a council apply to both the severed and
retained portions of a subject property undergoing a consent process. Understanding that a consent
process has similar policies regarding conditions to that of a plan of subdivision, Section 51(25)(c)
indicates that road widening conditions of the following nature may be added to a plan of subdivision
(and therefore a consent):
“(c) when the proposed subdivision abuts on an existing highway, that sufficient land, other than
land occupied by buildings or structures, be dedicated to provide for the widening of the highway
to such width as the approval authority considers necessary;”
During the Committee of Adjustment meeting regarding the subject consent application, there appeared
to be some uncertainty around whether the Committee (and/or the County) had the authority to
request road widening in the case of a lot addition, and/or which portions of the land should be included
within a condition for widening. Section 53(12.1) above was recently added to the Planning Act as a
technical amendment to reiterate that councils have the authority to deal with both the severed and
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retained portions of a property. In the case of the subject lot addition, staff would emphasize that the
Act does not authorize council to request road widening on the lands that would receive the lot addition
(i.e. 154 Alfred Street West - the residence of the applicant). As a result, the County has only requested
the road widening on the severed and retained lands, and not the lands receiving the lot addition.
Given the above, staff are satisfied that The Town of Blue Mountains’ Committee of Adjustment is
empowered by the Planning Act to include a condition for road widening on the retained and severed
portions of a property pursuing a consent application, on the County’s behalf.

Provincial Policy Statement 2020
Section 1.2 of the PPS speaks to the importance of coordination amongst a wide array of actors involved
in the sphere of Planning:
“A coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach should be used when dealing with
planning matters within municipalities, across lower, single and/or upper-tier municipal
boundaries, and with other orders of government, agencies and boards.”
Such approaches would include:
a) managing and/or promoting growth and development that is integrated with infrastructure
planning; [and]
d) infrastructure, multimodal transportation systems, public service facilities and waste
management systems;
Section 1.6.7 of the PPS also calls for transportation systems that are “safe,” and “appropriate to
address projected needs.”
In requesting road widening through Planning Act applications, the County seeks to acquire land that
may in the future, be used for the creation of expanded roadways or servicing infrastructure to facilitate
growth, to provide for equitable development, and to provide roadways that are safe to all users.

County of Grey Official Plan
Schedule A of Recolour Grey designates the subject property as ‘Primary Settlement Area’, with
approximately one-third of the land area within the ‘Hazard Lands.’ New development is generally not
permitted within the Hazard Lands designation. In the case of the subject lot addition, County staff did
not have significant concerns regarding the Hazard Lands designation, given that no new development is
proposed through this application. Nonetheless, staff recommended that further comments be received
from the Conservation Authority. As indicated in a previous section, comments were submitted from
GSCA, who indicated no concerns with the proposal.
With respect to the Primary Settlement Area Designation, section 3.5(2) of the Official Plan states the
following:
“2) Land use policies and development standards in areas designated Primary Settlement Areas
will be in accordance with local official plans and/or secondary plans.”
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In this case, the subject lands are designated as a “Future Secondary Plan Area” within The Town of Blue
Mountains’ Official Plan. Section B3.13 provides policy direction around the development of Future
Secondary Plan Areas, noting that these lands have been earmarked for future growth and
development, and therefore there are restrictions regarding one-off lot division and land use
intensification on existing properties within these areas.
This is of relevance because while there may not be immediate need for road upgrading, the location of
the subject lands on the County Road would imply that users of this roadway will increase quite
significantly if and when the westward expansion of Thornbury does occur. Therefore, it would likely be
in the interest of both the Town and the County to pre-emptively acquire road widening along this
portion of Grey Road 113, as opportunities arise, in advance of future westward growth of Thornbury.
As noted, Transportation Services staff regularly request road widening for planning applications
throughout the County. The Planning Act empowers Councils to seek this widening, and further policy
provisions are indicated within the County’s Official plan.
Section 8.3.2(3)(d) of the County’s Official Plan states:
“Where County road right-of-way widths are less than those described above, the County will
require as a condition of approval through a consent, plan of subdivision, or site plan application,
the dedication of lands for road widening purposes at no expense to the County.”
In this case, the subject lands have frontage on Alfred Street West (County Road 113), which is a ‘County
local road,’ per Appendix D of the County’s Official Plan. Section 8.3.2(3)(b) of the OP indicates that
County local roads should generally be 30 metre right-of-way width, while the current roadway is closer
to 20 metres in width. The County requested a standard widening of 5.182 m, and therefore the request
for road widening is within the parameters of the existing Official Plan policy.
Given the above information, staff are of the opinion that the requested 5.182 metres of road widening
on the proposed retained and severed portions of the subject property conform to the policies of the
County’s Official Plan.
The impact of not acquiring the road widening could mean future costs to taxpayers and/or delays in
County Road infrastructure improvement or reconstruction projects. Staff also have concerns that a
local Committee of Adjustment decision, which does not include the County’s road widening as a
condition of approval, could set a negative precedent for other Committees of Adjustment across the
County and result in the loss of additional future widening, at a cost to the County.
County staff have prepared a technical guideline on this topic which is on the County website and is
linked to in Attachments section of this report to help educate landowners and developers on this topic.
Should a revised approval of Consent application B03-2022 include a condition for road widening on the
severed and retained parcels as requested by the County, County staff would raise no further issue with
the subject consent application.
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The Town of the Blue Mountains Official Plan
Section 5.6.11 of The Town’s Official Plan states:
“The following works, facilities and other phasing requirements shall be addressed as conditions
of draft plan of subdivision, condominium or site plan approval:
b) Road improvements in accordance with the requirements of the applicable road authority,
including road widening, turning lanes, traffic signals and external roads improvements.”
As indicated within a previous section of this report, the Planning Act offers direction for Council to
place conditions on a consent application, similar to those of a plan of subdivision application. County
staff might recommend, as the Town is currently in the process of updating their local Official Plan, that
revised wording be considered to address road improvement (specifically road widening) conditions
through consent applications, in addition to draft plans of subdivision, condominium and site plan
approval indicated in Section 5.6.11(b).

County Appeals Process
Based on the County’s appeal protocol, linked to in the Attachments section of this report,
County staff have notified Town staff of the County’s intent to appeal Consent B03-2022 and
more specifically the decision to exclude the County’s requested road widening condition.
While the County’s appeal policy and procedure refer to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB), the
OMB has since been replaced by the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT). An appeal has been
submitted to the Town on June 9, 2022, which is the last date of appeal. Should Council decide
not to proceed with the appeal, County staff will withdraw the appeal filed with the Town.

Legal and Legislated Requirements
The last date of appeal for this application was June 9, 2022, based on the notice of decision
from the Town and the provisions of the Planning Act.

Financial and Resource Implications
Should the County proceed with an appeal, there would be financial and resource implications.
Staff recommend proceeding with outside legal counsel if the matter were to go to a contested
hearing, which would be funded through legal reserves. Additional Planning and Transportation
Services staff time would also be required with respect to any appeals. However, staff are
hopeful that a settlement could be reached between the Town, proponent, and the County,
using in-house legal resources and staff to negate the need for an Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT)
hearing or any significant staff time or legal resources.

Relevant Consultation
☒ Internal: Transportation Services, Legal Services, CAO, Deputy CAO and Planning
☒ External: Town of The Blue Mountains and the proponent
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Appendices and Attachments
Correspondence from the Landowner of 154 Alfred St. West – Consent – The Blue Mountains
Technical Guideline on Grey County Transportation Services Comments
County Comments – B03-2022
Field Report from Transportation Services
PDR-PCD-04-13 Land Use Planning Appeal Policy and Procedure
PDR-PCD-08-13 Ontario Municipal Board Attendance

PDR-CW-23-22

76

Date: June 23, 2022

